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PREFACE 


TO   THE 


FIRST  COl.LECTION  OF  TRACTS. 


For  the  information  of  the  Reader,  it  may  be 
expedient  to  premise,  that  the  Tracts  contained  in 
this  volume,  owe  their  existence  to  the  publication 
of  a  Charge,  delivered  by  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  to 
the  clergy  of  his  diocese,  in  1806.  That  Charge, 
while  it  professed  to  delineate  the  creed  of  the  Ca- 
tholic church,  attributed  to  it  doctrines,  which  its 
professors  disclaim,  and  loaded  it  with  imputations, 
which  they  contend  it  does  not  deserve.  An  an- 
swer was  published,  under  the  title  of  **  Remarks 
"  on  a  Charge,  delivered  by  the  Bishop  of  Durham." 

Whatever  might  be  the  merit  or  demerit  of  that 
little  tract,  it  appears  to  have  excited  no  small 
commotion  among  the  established  clergy.  A  host 
of  writers  was  soon  embattled  under  the  episcopal 
banner;  and  all  their  efforts  were  employed  to 
chastise  the  temerity  of  the  Remarker.  He  was 
not,  however,  dismayed  by  the  number  or  the  abili- 
ties of  his  opponents ;  and  the  Tracts  which  he 
wrote  in  his  own  defence,  are  presented  in  this 
collection  to  the  public. 

After  a  long  interval,  and  at  a.  time  when  the 
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controversy  seemed  to  be  forgotten,  the  right  reve- 
rend Prelate  thought  proper  to  descend  into  the 
field  himself,  and  point  his  speat  against  the  popish 
shield  of  the  Remarker.  In  a  letter  to  his  Clergy, 
he  endeavoured  to  refute  the  Catholic  doctrine  re- 
specting the  eucharist,  to  give  a  plausible  meaning 
to  the  doctrine  of  the  church  of  England  on  the 
same  subject,  and  to  fasten  on  his  adversary  the 
guilt  of  his  misrepresentation.  This  letter  provoked 
a  reply,  under  the  title  of  *'  Remarks  on  a  late 
"  Pamphlet,  entitled,  the  Grounds  on  which  the 
"  Church  of  England  separated  from  the  Church 
"  of  Rome,  reconsidered."  It  closes  the  present 
collection. 

The  fate  of  the  last  publication  was  similar  to 
that  of  its  elder  brother.  It  was  assailed  by  a 
number  of  writers,  both  with  and  without  names. 
Of  these,  the  most  distinguished,  if  not  by  the 
public,  at  least  by  their  patron,  were  the  *' Parochial 
Minister,"  and  the  Rector  of  Newnton  Longville. 
To  the  former  the  Remarker  could  not,  to  the  latter 
he  would  not  reply.  What  cannot  be  understood, 
cannot  be  answered.  The  Parochial  Minister  had 
called  his  publication  "  Three  more  Pebbles  fresh 
"  from  the  Brook ;  or,  the  Romish  Goliah  slain  with 
**  his  own  Weapon : "  nor  were  the  contents  of  the 
Work  any  disgrace  to  the  title.  It  faithfully  observed 
the  precept  of  Horace : 

Servetur  ad  imum, 
Qualis  ab  incepto  processcrit,  et  sibi  constet. 

To  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  he  did  not  conceive  it  neces- 


sary  to  reply.  Notwithstanding  the  confident  de- 
nial of  that  gentleman,  he  trusted  his  readers  would 
give  him  credit  for  the  knowledge  of  his  own  be- 
lief; and  after  so  many  replies  and  rejoinders,  he 
thought  it  time  that  this  religious  war  should  ter- 
minate. In  that  opinion  he  was  happy  to  find  him- 
self supported  by  the  conduct  of  the  right  reverend 
Prelate  himself,  who/ in  his  next  Charge,  though 
he  took  care  to  mention,  did  not  think  it  proper  to 
resume^  the  controversy. 

Against  the  Remarker  it  has  been  repeatedly 
urged  by  most  of  his  adversaries,  that  he  is  au 
uni^ir  disputant;  that  he  has  disguised  the  real 
doctrines  of  his  church ;  that  he  has  attempted  to 
deceive  the  credulity  of  his  readers,  by  presenting 
them  with  a  &dse  but  flattering  portrait  of  the  Ca^ 
tholic  creed.  He  will  reply,  that  the  Charge  is, 
both  improbable  and  unfounded.  It  is  improbable, 
because  the  fraud  could  be  productive  of  little 
benefit,  and  must  have  been  the  cause  of  much, 
mischief.  He  is  not  so  weak-sighted  a  politician 
as  to  purchase  a  momentary  victory,  at  the  expense 
of  future  defeat  and  lasting  infamy.  Had  he  de* 
scended  to  so  disingenuous  an  artifice,  it  must  soon 
have  been  detected,  and  the  detection  would  have 
necessarily  served  to  confirm  the  hostility  of  the 
Protestant,  and  to  loosen  the  attachment  of  the 
Catholic,  to  that  cause  which  he  had  undertaken 
to  defend.  Neither  does  he  hesitate  to  say  that  it 
is  unfounded,  and  to  stake  his  character  on  the 
accuracy  of  the  assertion.  For  this  purpose  he  has 
been  induced  to  prefix  his  name  to  the  present 
edition. 
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The  right  reverend  Prelate,  in  his  last  address  ta 
his  clergy,  was  induced  to  hail  as  **a  favourable 
*' oimen  the  abhorrence  which  papists  express  in 
**  general  terms  against  the  charges  of  idolatry, 
"  blasphemy,  sacrilege,,  and  impiety ;"  and  to  che- 
rish a  hope  that  '*such  dispositions  might  ulti- 
**.mately  lead  to  the  long  desired  measure  of  Ca- 
"  tholic  union  between  two  so  large  portions  of 
"  the  church  of  Christ  as  the  churches  of  England 
*'  and  Rome."  That  were  indeed  a  consummation 
devoutly  to  be  wished:  and  as  a  preliminary  step, 
to  which  no  candid  man  will  object,  it  may  be 
requested,  that  the  Protestant  prelates  would  con- 
descend to  learn  the  Catholic  doctrines  from  the 
Catholics  themselves,  and  would  renounce  the 
right  which  they  so  frequently  claim  and  exercise, 
of  dictating  to  us  the  articles  of  our  belief.  Let 
them  distrust  the  assertions  of  interested  polemics,, 
and  venture  to  study  our  creed  in  some  of  those 
authors;  who  have  carefully  distinguished  the  doc- 
trines of  our  church,  both  from  the  erroneous  tenets 
attributed  to  us  by  our  adversaries,  and  the  un- 
authorised opinions  of  private  individuals  in  our 
communion.*  This  would,  indeed,  require  the  sa- 
crifice itf  many  prejudices,  to  which  education  and 
reading  have  given  the  form  of  undoubted  truth  : 
but  that  sacrifice  would  be  amply  repaid  by  its 
beneficial  effects.  It  would  shew  them  that  the 
partition  wall,  which  has  hitherto  divided  the  two 

*  Such  as  Holden,  Analysis  fidei ;  Vcrori,  Rcg;ula  fidei ;  Bos- 
suet,  Exposition  de  la  doctrine  de  Teglise  Catholiquc;  and  An 
Essay  on  Catholic  Communion,  by  a  Minister  of  the  Church  of 
England.  ' 


VII 


churches,  is  not  composed  of  such  stubborn  ma« 
terials  as  they  have  been  taught  to  believe;  and 
that  if  on  some  points  the  doctrines  of  Catholics 
and  Protestants  are  opposed  to  each  other,  yet  oh 
many  the  opposition  is  more  imaginary  than  real. 
It  would  sw6ep  away  the  rubbish  which  has  been 
accumulated  during  three  centuries  of  religious 
altercation,  and  would  do  more  towards  the  effects 
ing  of  a  Catholic  union,  than  the  preaching  of  fifty 
charges,  replete  with  the  misrepresentations  of  an- 
liquated  controversialists. 

But  this  Preface  must  not  be  closed  without 
some  notice  of  another  objection,  which,  with  much 
real  or  affected  indignation,  has  been  urged  against 
the  Remarker :  that  he  has  not  treated  his  adver- 
saries with  that  respect  which  they  may  justly 
claim.     He  may  reply  with  truth,  that  his  object 
was  not  so  much  to  wound  their  feelings,  as  to 
teach  them  to  respect  the  feelings  of  others.     The 
Charge  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham  was  not  certainly 
of  a  nature  to  excite  very  pleasurable  sensations. 
Infallible  in  his  decisions,  the  right  reverend  Pre- 
late convicted,  without  ceremony,  the  great  body 
of  christians  at  the  present  day,  and  with  them  their 
predecessors  through  a  long  succession  of  ages,  of 
many  of  the  worst  crimes  of  which  human  nature  is 
capable, — of  idolatry,  of  sacrilege,  of  blasphemy,  of 
impiety,  &c.  &c.  &c.     His  advocates  were  eager  to 
tread  i|;i  his  footsteps  ;  and  most  of  them  improved 
on  his  example.     With  pious  industry  they  raked 
together  the  filth  of  ancient  controversy,  and  poured 
it  without  mercy  on  the  Remarker  and  the  church. 
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of  which  it  is  his  pride  to  be  a  member.  Certainly 
men  who  deal  so  copiously  in  hard  words,  should 
not  complain,  if  they  sometimes  meet  with  them 
in  return.  If  they  demand  respect  themselves,  let 
them  also  respect  a  much  more  numerous  society 
of  christians^  who  have  no  reason  to  think  them- 
selves their  inferiors  in  talents,  learning,  or  judg- 
ment. 

Yet  let  it  not  be  thought  that  the  Remarker  is 
^in  advocate  for  what  the  bishop  has  called  ''  im- 
passioned controversy.^'  He  believes  that  the  dis- 
cussion of  religious  subjects  may  be  conducted 
with  temper  and  forbearance ;  and  under  this  im- 
pression he  has  reviewed  the  following  pages,  and 
carefully  expunged  the  few  passages  which  he 
thought  might  reasonably  give  offence.  If  he  has 
occasionjeilly  laughed  at  the  errors,  the  wiles,  or  the 
seal  of  his  adversaries,  he  trusts  the  reader  will  not 
condemn  him. 

Ridontem  dioere  verum 

■• 

Quid  vetat  ? 
Hamf^^  Feb.  20th,  1813. 


The  preceding  observations  regard  only  the  first 
collection  of  Tracts,  which  was  confined  to  the  con- 
troversy arising  out  of  the  Charge  delivered  by  the 
Bishop  of  Durham :  in  the  present,  several  others^ 
by  the  same  author,  relating  to  the  civil  or  religious 
principles  of  the  Catholics,  have  been  added. 

.  Hornby^  Nov.  \Oth,  1825. 


PREFACE 


TO  THE  THIRD   EDITION. 


Sixes  the  first  publication  of  these  Remarks^  the 
Charge  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham  has  gone  through  a 
second  edition,  and  has  been  honoured  with  a  second 
title :  *'  The  Grounds  on  which  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land separated  from  the  Church  of  Rome."  With 
due  submission  to  superior  judgment,  I  think  the 
alteration  impolitic.  To  discuss  the  reasons,  which 
induced  the  English  Protestants  to  separate  from 
the  Catholic  communion,  is  a  subject  of  dangerous 
investigation.  There  is  much  in  the  reformation 
more  adapted  to  scandalize  than  to  edify  the  dispas- 
sionate enquirer.  In  its  origin  and  progress  there 
was  too  much  of  human  policy  and  human  passion, 
too  much  of  intrigue,  duplicity,  and  violence,  to  cha^ 
racterize  a  work  inspired  by  God  for  the  ameliora- 
tion of  mankind.  The  Protestant  is  the  established 
church.  This  should  satisfy  her  ambition.  In  the 
present  temper  of  mankind,  while  she  remains  in 


possession  of  wealth  and  honour,  she  may  deem  her- 
self secure.     Let  her  be  content  with  her  present 
glories,  and  cast  a  decent  veil  over  the  infirmity  of  her 
birth.     But  if  her  Prelates  will  provoke  the  discus- 
sion ;  if  they  will  drag  into  public  notice  the  motives, 
which  influenced  the  establishment  of  protestantism 
in  these  realms,  let  them  not  be  surprised  if  some 
Catholic  writer  step  forward  to  reveal  the  scandal 
of  former  times,  and  paint  the  true  characters  of 
"  the  magnanimous  fathers  of  the  reformation."     He 
will  probably  assign  as  the  cause  of  their  separation 
from  the  Church  of  Rome,  not  the  motives  so  zea- 
lously inculcated  by  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  but  the 
impetuous  passion  of  Henry  the  Eighth,  who  re- 
nounced the  authority  of  the  Pontiff,  that  he  might 
give  to  his  mistress  a  seat  on  his  throne ;  the  rapa- 
city of  the  courtiers  of  Edward  the  Sixth,  who  to 
fill  their  own  coffers,  promoted  with  all  their  influ- 
ence the  godly  work  of  the  reformation;  and  the 
policy  of   Elizabeth,    who   rejected  an  authority 
which  she  could  not  acknowledge,  without  confes- 
sing her  mother's  shame,  and  her  own  illegitimacy. 
But  without  discussing  at  present  the  real  causes, 
which  produced  the  separation  of  the  Church  of 
England  from  the  Church  of  Rome,  it  may  be  fairly 
assumed  that  the  arguments  by  which  the  Bishop  of 
Durham  has  attempted  to  justify  that  separation, 
are  the  most  plausible  and  satisfactory  that  can  be 
adduced.     To  think  otherwise  would  be  an  insult  to 
the  learning  of  the  Prelate,  and  the  discernment  of 
the  auditory,  at  whose  urgent  request  he  consented 
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to  publish  his  Charge.  If  then,  in  the  following 
pages,  I  have  shewn  that  these  arguments  are  weak 
and  inconclusive,  that  some  of  them  recoil  with 
double  force  against  himself,  and  that  the  others  are 
founded,  not  on  the  real  doctrines  of  the  Catholics, 
but  on  the  calumnies  of  their  adversaries ;  it  will 
naturally  follow  that  the  cause  of  the  Church  of 
England  has  failed  in  the  hands  of  a  Prelate,  the 
most  able,  the  most  willing,  and  the  most  interested, 
to  support  it.  But  of  this  the  impartial  reader 
must  judge.  One  thing  only  let  him  bear  in  mind, 
that  the  Bishop  was  the  aggressor.  His  zeal  led 
him  to  the  attack.  From  one  extremity  of  his  dio- 
cese to  the  other,  he  preached  a  crusade  against  the 
opinions,  I  had  almost  said  the  persons,  of  Catholics. 
He  described  them  as  idolaters,  as  children  of  igno- 
rance, detractors  from  the  merits  of  the  passion  of 
Christ,  and  enemies  to  the  honour  of  God.  The 
limits  of  his  diocese  were  too  narrow  to  confine  his 
benevolence  :  he  resolved  to  extend  the  benefit  of 
his  Charge  to  the  whole  nation.  He  presented  it 
to  his  Majesty  at  a  very  critical  period ;  he  pub- 
lished it  and  re-published  it ;  he  gave  it  first  one 
title,  and  then  another ;  he  printed  it  in  quarto  for 
the  rich,  and  in  duodecimo  for  the  poor;  he  made 
himself  all  to  all,  that  he  might  communicate  to 
all  his  enmity  to  the  opinions  of  Catholics.  After 
so  much  provocation  we  certainly  may  be  allowed 
to  speak  in  our  own  defence. 
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A  PAMPHLET  has  lately  been  published  under  a  title  * 

calculated  to  command  respect,  and  ensure  popula- 
rity ;  A  Charge  delivered  to  the  Clergy  of  the  Diocese  of 
jDurham^  by  Shute,  Bishop  of  Durham.  It  is,  or 
would  seem  to  be,  the  dying  exhortation  of  a  venera- 
ble prelate,  "  whose  years  have  already  exceeded  the 
"  ordinary  age  of  man ;"  his  last  instructions  to  his  re- 
verend  brethren,  the  clergy  of  his  diocese ;  a  legacy  of 
love,  which,  in  the  fervour  of  affection,  he  has  ber 
queathed  to  his  spiritual  children.  With  eagerness  X 
opened  the  book ;  and  my  wishes  anticipated  the  mo- 
deration, the  liberality,  the  benevolence  of  an  aged 
prelate,  who  was  unwilling  to  sink  into  the  grave, 
without  leaving  to  posterity  a  lasting  monument  of  his 
iety  and  pastoral  solicitude.  I  saw  him,  like  the 
aviour  of  mankind,  entertaining  himself  for  the  last 
time  with  his  disciples ;  and  anxiously  enforcing,  by 
his  example  and  discourse,  those  sentiments  of  uni- 
versal charity  so  beautifully  described  in  the  charge 
which  Christ  delivered  to  his  apostles  on  the  eve  of  his 
passion.*  I  must  confess,  I  was  most  grievously  dis- 
appointed. The  Christian  bishop  had  dwindled  into 
the  angry  polemic ;  and  the  object  of  the  publicatioa 


*  St.  John,  xiv.  xv.  xvi.  ,. 
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A  PAMPHLET  has  lately  been  published  under  a  title  - 

calculated  to  command  respect,  and  ensure  popula- 
rity ;  A  Charge  delivered  to  the  Clergy  of  the  Diocese  of 
jburhaniy  by  Shute,  Bishop  of  Durham.  It  is,  or 
would  seem  to  be,  the  dying  exhortation  of  a  venera- 
ble prelate,  "  whose  years  have  already  exceeded  the 
**  ordinary  age  of  man ;"  his  last  instructions  to  his  re- 
verend brethren,  the  clergy  of  his  diocese ;  a  legacy  of 
love,  which,  in  the  fervour  of  affection,  he  has  be-: 
queathed  to  his  spiritual  children.  With  eagerness  I 
opened  the  book ;  and  my  wishes  anticipated  the  mo- 
deration, the  liberality,  the  benevolence  of  an  aged 
prelate,  who  was  unwilling  to  sink  into  the  grave, 
without  leaving  to  posterity  a  lasting  monument  of  his 
iety  and  pastoral  solicitude.  I  saw  him,  like  the 
aviour  of  mankind,  entertaining  himself  for  the  last 
time  with  his  disciples ;  and  anxiously  enforcing,  by 
his  example  and  discourse,  those  sentiments  of  uni- 
versal charity  so  beautifully  described  in  the  charge 
which  Christ  delivered  to  his  apostles  on  the  eve  of  his 
passion.^  I  must  confess,  I  was  most  grievously  dis- 
appointed. The  Christian  bishop  had  dwindled  into 
tne  angry  polemic ;  and  the  object  of  the  publicatioa 


*  St.  John,  xiv.  xy.  xvi. 
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appeared  to  be,  not  to  draw  nearer  the  bands  of  unity 
.  and  affection;  not  to  exhort  his  clergy  to  a  consci- 
entious discharge  of  their  respective  duties ;  but  to 
quicken  the  diffusion  of  religious  prejudice,  and  to  mis- 
represent the  creed  of  a  most  numerous  class  of  his 
majesty's  subjects.  I  treated  it  with  the  inattention 
which  I  conceived  it  to  deserve ;  and,  till  I  learned 
that  it  had  been  presejjte4  to  the  king  by  the  zealous 
prelate  himself,  I  alniost  persuaded  myself  that  it  was 
the  fabrication  of  some  obscure  controvertist,  who,  to 
exalt  his  own  insignificancy,  had  assumed  the  venera- 
ble name  of  Shute,  Bishop  of  Durham. 

The  man  who  embraces  a  religious  opinion  from  con- 
viction, has  undoubtedly  the  right  to  maintain  it  by  ar- 
gument. But  truth  will  be  his  first  and  principal 
f)bject ;  and  the  champion  of  truth  will  disdain  the 
petty  artifices  of  substituting  assertion  for  proof,  and 
misrepresentation  for  fact.  He  will  never  condescend 
to  swell  the  crowd  of  disputants,  whose  ingenuity  first 
frames  a  creed  for  the  church  of  Rome,  and  then,  after 
combating  a  phantom  of  its  own  creation,  exults  in  an 
easy  and  decisive  victory.  That  this  expedient  shoi^ld 
have  been  frequently  adopted  by  the  herd  of  minor  and 
kuhgry  writers,  is  not  surprising.  It  has  often  proved 
the  most  certain  road  to  reputation,  and,  what  they 
probably  valued  more  than  reputation,  to  wealth  and 
preferment.*  But  the  Bishop  of  Durham  is  placed 
lar  above  such  paltry  temptations.  The  reputation 
which  he  enjoys,  may  satisfy  his  utmost  ambition ;  and 
the  ecclesiastical  dignity  which  he  fills,  if  not  the  first 
in  raiik,  is  at  least  the  first  in  opulence  in  the  United 
Kingdom.  If  then,  notwithstanding  his  great  age 
iamd  high  occupations,  he  be  still  inclined  to  shiver  a 
lance  in  the  lists  of  controversy,  we  may  safely  aflBnn, 
that  his  motives  are  laudable,  and  trust  that  his  con- 
duct, like  his  courage,  will  be  fair  and  honourable. 

*  Thud  wben  the  Duko  of  Yoik  asked  Archbishop  Shelden,  if  it 
!were  the  doot^rine  of  the  Church  of  Bngiand,  that  Romati  CaUiolics 
were  idolaters  ?  he  answered,  "  that  it  was  not ;  but  that  young  raeri 
**  of  paits  would  be  popular,  and  such  a  charge  was  the  way  to  it." 
Bwiet,  History  of  his  own  Times,  anno  1673. 


The  Charge,  which  I  purpose  to  review,  was  deli- 
tered  in  circumstances  peculiarly  solemn.    It  was  ad- 
dressed  to  the  numerous  clergy  of  the  diocese  of  Dur* 
ham,  in  a  temple  dedicated  to  the  worship  of  the  Most 
High,  and  from  the  pulpit,  the  oracle  of  truth.     On 
such  an  occasion,  we  may  justly  presume,  that  no  un- 
guarded word  would  he  permitted  to  drop  from  the 
mouth  of  the  learned  Prelate.    Each  assertion  would 
be  previously  weighed,    and  its  accuracy  anxiously 
ascertained.     The  erudition  of  the  audience,  the  sa* 
credness  of  the  place,  the  sanctity  of  the  episcopal 
character,  demanded  that  truth  and  charity  should 
guide  and  restrain  the  zeal  of  the  preacher.     If,  then, 
in  the  following  pages,  I  shall  have  occasion  to  com- 
plain, that  the  tenets  of  Catholics  have  been  inccwrrectly 
stated,  and  their  practises  unfairly  described,  I  would 
not  be  understood  to  impeach  the  sincerity  or  veracity 
of  the  Bishop  of  Durham.     But  while  I  applaud  the 
uprightness  of  his  intention,  I  may  be  allowed  to  lament 
the  influence  of  prejudice,  which  could  conceal  the 
truth  from  his  view,  and  prompt  him  to  study  the  docr 
trine  of  the  Catholic  Church  in  the  writings  of  her  ad- 
versaries.   I  may  regret  that  he  should  condescend  to 
join  the  company  of  those  misinformed  but  positive 
writers,  who. 

Without  the  care  of  knowing  right  from  wrong, 
Always  appear  decisive,  clear,  and  strong. 
Where  others  toil  with  philosophic  force, 
Their  nimble  nonsense  takes  a  shorter  course. 
Flings  at  your  head  conriction  in  a  lump, 
And  gains  remote  conclusions  at  a  jump. 

I  am  persuaded  that  the  learned  author  of  the  Charge 
will  not  be  offended  at  the  liberty  with  which  I  may 
animadvert  on  some  of  his  assertions.  By  assuming 
the  privilege  of  attack,  he  has  not  wished  to  deprive 
his  opponent  of  the  right  of  defence.  His  object  was 
to  convince  our  understandings,  and  not  to  wound  our 
feelings ;  and  if  we  conceive  ourselves  injured,  he  will 
not  refuse  us  the  consolation  of  attempting  to  prove 
the  justice  of  our  complaints.    His  love  for  truth  will 
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lead  him  to  recal  errors  which  may  have  been  uninten- 
tionally adopted;  and  his  zeal  for  the  established 
Church  will  rejoice  to  learn,  that  she  is  descended 
from  a  parent  less  corrupt  than  he  has  been  taught  to 
imagine. 

The  Bishop  begins  his  Charge  by  reminding  his 
Clergy,  "  that,  at  a  former  meeting,  he  had  imputed 
"  the  overthrow  of  the  ancient  government  of  France, 
"  and  all  its  tremendous  consequences,  ultimately,  to 
*'  the  corruptions  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  and  its  wide 
**  departure  from  the  simplicity  of  the  Gospel."* 

Before  we  subscribe  to  so  disgraceful  an  accusation,  we 
may  be  allowed  at  least  to  inquire,  on  what  proof  it  is 
founded?  And  the  only  proof  which  his  lordship  has 
\  at  condescended  to  produce,  is  briefly  this:  that  the 
norrors  of  the  French  revolution  arose  from  the.infide- 
lity  of  its  authors,  and  that  their  infidelity  is  to  be  as- 
cribed |[to  the  corrupt  doctrines  of  the  Church  in  which 
they  were  educated.  Popery  is,  in  his  opinion,  the 
prolific  parent  of  religious  indifference,  of  deism,  and 
of  atheism. f 

From  what  period  his  lordship  will  date  the  origin 
of  Popery  (by  that  word  I  mean  the  religious  creed  of 
the  nations  in  communion  with  the  Bishop  of  Rome,) 
I  am  not  able  to  determine.  Catholics  maintain,  that 
it  is  coeval  with  Christianity ;  Protestants  do  not  deny 
it  an  existence  of  at  least  a  thousand  years.  Now, 
taking  it  at  the  lowest  computation,  is  it  not  extraordi- 
nary, if  Popery  be  naturally  pregnant  with  infidelity, 
that  the  birth  of  the  monster  should  have  been  re- 
tarded till  the  close  of  the  eighteenth  century?  A 
thousand  years  are  a  long  period  of  gestation ;  and  un- 
less the  Bishop,  with  rthe  aid  of  his  prophetic  friends, 
Messrs.  Faber  and  Granville  Sharpe,  can  mysteriously 
account  for  so  late  a  parturition,  I  shall  be  induced  to 
conclude,  that  he  has  mistaken  the  true  parent,  and 
ought  to  recommence  the  inquiry. 
In  several   French  writers  of  great  and  ackno^r- 

*  Gharg2,p.  K 

t  Bithop  of  Durham's  Sermon  before  the  lords,  1799  p.  10.  ct  seq. 


ledged  eminence,*  1  have  met  with  a  very  differentt 
opinion  respecting  the  origin  of  deism  and  atheism. 
Instead  of  considering  them  as  the  offspring  of  Popery, 
they  persist  in  making  deism  the  grandchild,  and  athe* 
ism  the  great  grandchild  of  Protestantism.  Accord*' 
ing  to  them.  Protestantism  begat  Socinianism,  Socir 
nianism  begat  deism,  and  deism  begat  atheism.  The' 
accuracy  of  this  genealogy  they  have  supported  with 
much  plausibility ;  and,  by  comparing  their  arguments 
with  those  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  the  reader  will 
be  able  to  judge  which  of  the  two  systems  is  the  more 
deserving  of  credit. 

The  Right  Reverend  Prelate  builds  his  opinion  re- 
specting the  origin  of  infidelity  on  this  basis,  "  that 
*'  Popery,  fi-om  its  corruptions,  is  liable  fo  the  objec- 
"  tions  of  thinking  men."|  If  his  reasoning  be  ^ust, 
it  will  naturally  follow,  that  in  Catholic  countries  either 
the  number  of  thinking  men  is  exceedingly  small,  or 
the  number  of  unbelievers  immensely  great.  Thelat- 
teT  consequence  he  adopts  in  all  its  latitude,  and  witb^ 
much  solemnity  assures  us,  "  that  in  the  nations  iii 
■'  communion  with  the  Church  of  Rome,  both  themem'^ 
"  bers  of  the  government  and  the  higher  classes  of  the 
**  people  are  habitually  insincere;  and  have  continued 
"  for  many  years  to  profess  the  Popish  creed,  not  from 
"  any  opinion  of  its  evidence,  but  from  an  utter  indif- 
**  ference  to  all  religious  truth  whatever.''^  It  would, 
undoubtedly,  bean  insult  to  his  candour  and  libera* 
lity,  to  question  the  truth  of  a  fact  which  he  thus  une- 
quivocally asserts :  on  his  authority  then  we  will  en- 
deavour to  believe,  however  improbable  it  may  appear, 
that  for  many  years  all  the  higher  orders  of  foreign  Ca- 
tholics, all  who  have  been  eminent  for  virtue,  learning, 
or  rank.  Popes,  Princes,  Statesmen,  Nobles,  and  Pre- 
lates, and  even  the  French  clergy,  who,  in  support  of 
their  i'eligion,  offered  themselves  to  proscription,  exile, 
and  death,  were  habitually  insincere,  hypocrites,  scep- 


♦  Bergier,  Traite  Hist  Doginat  de  la  Religion,  vol.  12.    Encyclo- 
ped.  torn.  17.  Art.  Unitaires. 

t  Sormon,  p.  10.  %  Ibid. 


tics>  and  unbelievers.  This,  indeed,  to  many  readers' 
\yill  appear  extraordinary,  and,  had  not  the  Bishop  of 
Purham  asserted  it,  incredible :  but  what  to  me  ap- 
pears more  extraordinary  and  more  incredible  is,  that 
these  thinking  men  did  not,  when  they  discovered  the 
errors  of  Popery,  adopt  the  pure,  rational,  unadulter- 
ated system  of  Protestantism.  .  What  induced  them 
to  prefer  to  it  the  absurdities  of  infidelity  ?  This  is  a 
mystery  which  the  bishop  has  not  attempted  to  ex- 
plain. 

The  patrons  of  the  opposite  genealogy  are  accus- 
tomed to  appeal  in  favour  of  their  opinion  to  the  testi- 
mony of  history.  They  maintain  that  infidelity  did 
not  publicly  appear  till  after  the  commencement  of  the 
Reformation,  and  that  its  apostles,  with  perhaps  one 
or  two  exceptions,  proceeded,  during  more  than  two 
centuries,  from  the  ranks  of  Protestantism.  They  ob- 
serve  that  the  very  principle,  which  introduced  the 
Reformation,  naturally  leads  in  its  consequences  to  re- 
ligious scepticism.  The  rights  of  reason  were  extolled 
at  the  expense  of  those  of  revelation.  Each  individual 
was  madie,  for  himself  at  least,  the  sole  judge  in  mat- 
ters of  religion.  His  private  reason  became  a  tribunal 
from  which  no  appeal  was  permitted.  The  effect  of 
this  doctrine  was  soon  manifest ;  and  the  fathers  of  the 
Reformation  saw,  with  the  keenest  regret,  their  own 
weapons  turned  against  themselves  by  their  own  chil- 
dren. It  was  in  vain  that  Calvin  burnt  Servetus  at 
Geneva,  and  that  Gentilis  shortly  afterwards  lost  his 
head  in  the  same  city.  Long  before  the  close  of  the 
sixteenth  century,  a  sect  of  innovators  had  established 
themselves  in  Poland,  who  judging,  like  their  masters, 
of  the  sense  of  Scripture  by  the  infallibility  of  their 
own  reason,  presumed  to  reject  all  the  mysteries  of 
Christianity,  because  they  were  unable  to  comprehend 
them.  Their  opinions  were  gradually  disseminated 
'  through  the  other  kingdoms  of  Europe,  and  in  most  of 
the  Protestant  states  found  a  soil  the  best  adapted  to 
their  culture.  In  England,  the  proselytes  to  the  new 
doctrines  were  numerous;  and  though  the  fires  of 
Smithfield,  in  the  reigns  of  Edward,  Elizabeth,  aad 


Jamed^  blazed  in  support  of  the  tenets  of  the  esta* 
blished  Church,  Socinianism  contiaued  to  make  a 
steady  and  certain  progress.  Among  its  abettors,  how- 
ever, there  were  many,  whose  reason  was  uneasy  eren 
under  the  small  restraint  Ivhich  it  imposed.  They  at 
length  condemned  the  timidity  of  their  teachers^  and, 
arguing  from  the  saime  principles^  proved  that  the 
Scriptures  themselves  ought  to  be  rejected.  If  it  were 
the  right  of  reason  to  decide,  what  necessity,  they 
asked,  could  there  be  for  revelation  ?  A  new  system, 
known  by  the  name  of  natural  religion,  was  recom- 
mended, and  its  partisans  distinguished  themselves  by 
the  appellation  of  Deists.*  Yet,  even  in  natural  reli* 
p<m,  much  was  discovered  that  the  human  intellect 
could  not  comprehend;  its  mysteries  were,  in  their 
turn,  exploded  by  reasoners  of  greater  intrepidity;  and 
deism  in  a  few  years  was  improved  into  atheism. 

The  first  who  claimed  the  merit  of  forming  deism 
into  a  complete  systemy  was  our  countryman,  Lbtd 
Herbert  of  Cherbury.  He  published  his  first  treatise 
on  the  sfubject  in  1624.  But  be  was  not  long  pennit-» 
ted  to  enjoy  the  monopoly  of  infidelity.  The  praise 
which  he  had  obtained,  or  the  benevalent  design  of 
illuminating  the  ignorance  of  mankind,  induced  a 
crowd  of  writers  to  offer  their  discoveries  also  to  the 
public.  Hobbes  entered  on  the  career  in  1650,  Blount 
m  1680,  Toland  in  1698,  Lord  Shaftesbury  in  1711, 
ColHiis  in  1713,  Woolston  in  1727,  Tindal  in  1730^ 
Morgan  in  1737,  and  Hume  in  1742.  By  their  post- 
humous works,  published  in  1748  aiid  1754,  Chubb 
and  Lord  BoHngbroke  appeared  as  champions  in  the 
same  cause.  The  singularity  of  the  opinions  which 
these  writers  maintained,  gave  them  a  momentary  re- 
putation; their  works  were  industriously  read,  and 
sometimes  translated  by  foreigners  accj^uainted  vnth  the 
language ;  and  the  pnnciples  of  deism  were  by  de- 
l^ees  s^opted  by  gay,  profii^ate,  and  unthinking  men^ 
in  IPrancJe  and  the  north  of  Germany.     The  Frentb 

*  See  Hume,  Hist.  c.  71. 


and  German  infidels  were  the  mere  echoes  of  their 
English  masters. 

Whatever  the  Bishop  of  Durham  may  think  of  this 
genealogy,  he  must  at  least  acknowledge,  that  religi^ 
ous  scepticism  has  flourished  as  much  in  the  Protest- 
ant as  in  the  Catholic  states;  and,  if  he  persist  in 
.attributing  its  progress  in  the  latter  to  the  corruptions 
of  the  national  religion,  he  must  not  complain  if  we 
attribute  it  in  the  former  to  a  similar  cause.  As  to  the 
French  revolution,  that  much  of  its  horrors  was  the 
work  of  the  French  deists,  is  perhaps  true.  As  the 
scum  ascends  to  the  surface,  so,  during  the  momentary 
phrenzy  of  the  revolution,  they  rose  to  the  head  of  the 
government,  and  improved  the  opportunity  to  attempt 
the  destruction  of  religious  order.  But  their  conduct 
shewed  that,  far  from  thinking,  with  the  Bishop  of 
Durham,  that  catholicity  was  favorable  to  their  pro- 
jects, they  treated  it  as  their  natural  and  most  formid- 
able enemy.*  The  German  deists  have  never  been 
placed  in  a  similar  situation ;  but  there  can  be  little 
doubt,  that  much  of  the  indecision,  perfidy,  and  injus- 
tice, which  for  a  while  made  the  Prussian  government 
the  wonder  and  the  scorn  of  Europe,  was  owing  to 
the  deistical  and  atheistical  principles  on  which  it  was 
founded.  Both  French  and  Germans  have  already 
received  their  reward. 

.  After  all,  it  appears,  that  the  Bishop  does  the  Eng- 
lish Catholics  the  honour  to  think  less  unfavourably  of 
them  than  of  their  brethren  on  the  continent.  There 
Popery  makes  deists,  here  it  makes  zealots.  Had  he 
believed  us,  as  he  has  represented  the  foreign  Ca- 
tholics to  be,  indifferent  to  all  religious  truth  what- 
ever, he  would  not  have  thought  it  necessary  to  sound 

^  **  If  catholicity  be  congenial  to  atheism,  and  favourable  to  ihe  pro- 
pagation of  impiety,  as  some  of  our  Protestant  countrymen  have  assert- 
ed, the  very  incongenial  and  unfavourable  manner  in  which  atheism  and 
impiety  have  treated  theiigood  ally,  are  circumstances  so  paradoxical^ 
that  I  think  no  ingenuity  but  their  own  can  either  penetrate  or  explain 
them."  Reflections  on  the  Spirit  of  Controversy,  p.  208.  To  those 
who  wish  to  see  a  more  ample  discussion  on  the  subject,  I  would  recom- 
mend the  perusal  of  this  acute  and  animated  publication. 


the  tocsin  of  alarm^  and  to  animate  the  zeal  of  his 
clergy  against  us.  I  am  sorry  we  cannot  thank 
him.  Better  were  it  for  us  would  he,  would  the  more 
bigoted  part  of  our  countrymen,  form  of  us  as  unjust  a 
notion  as  of  the  foreign  Catholics;  then,  perhaps, 
like  them,  we  might  be  permitted  not  only  to  shed  our 
blood,  but  also  to  attain  preferment  in  the  armies  of 
our  country.*  Then  perhaps,  as  well  as  Jews,  deists, 
and  atheists,  we  might  aspire  to  places  of  trust,  emo- 
lument, and  rank,  and  obtain  the  privileges  for  which 
our  fathers  fought,  and  which  are  the  birth-right  of 
every  Englishman. 

There  is  something  ingenious,  though  quaint,  in  the 
manner  in  which  the  Right  Reverend  Prelate  has  mar- 
shalled his  objections  to  what  he  conceives  to  be  the 
Catholic  creed.  He  affects  to  interest  in  his  quarrel 
the  three  Persons  of  the  Blessed  Trinity ;  ana  very 
prudently  places  them  in  the  front  of  the  battle,  *'  The 
doctrines  and  ordinances  of  the  Church  of  Rome  are," 
as  he  affirms,  "  derogatory, 

''1.  From  the  honour  of  God  the  Father ; 

2.  From  the  mediatorship  of  the  Son ;  and, 

3.  From  the  sanctifying  influences  of  the  Holy 
*^Spirit.''t 

These  are  certainly  bold  assertions,  and  if  he  can 
prove  them  by  argument,  I  shall  not  be  surprised  at 
his  enmity  to  the  Catholic,  or  his  attachment  to  the 
Protestant  faith. 

1 .  That  the  church  of  Rome  derogates  from  the  ho- 

•  In  1804,  a  law  was  passed  without  opposition,  enabling  bis  ma- 
jesty to  grant,  at  his  discretion,  all  milita»y  commissions  whatever  to 
foreign  catholics,  though  they  had  not  disclaimed  the  erroneous  tenets 
unjustly  imputed  to  their  religion  :  in  1807,  an  act  was  proposed  to 
enable  his  majesty  to  grant  similar  favours  to  English  catholics,  who 
have  disclaimed  such  tenets,  and  it  was  refused,  and  the  nation  was 
thrown  into  a  ferment,  as  if  both  the  throne  and  the  church  were  in 
danger. 

t  Charge,  p.  10. 
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nour  of  God  the  Father^  he  infers  from  the  second 
precept  of  the  Decalogue ;  Thou  shaU  not  make  to  thy^ 
sdf  any  graven  image^  nor  the  likeness  of  any  thing  that 
is  in  heaven  above,  or  in  the  earth  beneath.  ^'  It  is  in 
"  vain,"  he  tells  us,  "  to  allege  that  images  are  used 
^*  as  the  aids  and  not  the  objects  of  devotion.  It  is 
**  impossible  to  preserve  the  distinction  in  the  minds 
"  of  the  people.  Abuse  is  unavoidable.  Idolatry  is 
"  the  inevitable  consequence."*  In  favour  of  this  ac- 
cusation, so  unfounded  in  fact,  so  injurious  to  the  feel- 
ings of  a  people  as  zealous  for  the  honour  of  God  as 
the  Bishop  of  Durham  himself,  the  only  thing  that  can 
be  said  is,  that  it  has  been  often  and  vehemently  urged 
by  the  adversaries  of  the  Church  of  Rome.  It  has  also 
been  often  and  victoriously  refuted :  but,  probably^ 
the  reading  of  the  bishop  has  been  principally  confined 
to  our  accusers,  and  has  been  seldom  extended  to  our 
apologists.  The  opinions,  which  in  his  youth  he  im- 
bibed from  the  bigotry  and  prejudice  of  Controvertists^ 
he  still  cherishes  in  his  old  age,  and  condemns  us  aa 
idolaters,  when  he  might  any  day,  by  an  easy  experi- 
ment, convince  himself  of  the  falsity  of  the  accusation. 
Let  him  interrogate  the  first  Catholic  child  of  ten  years 
of  age,  whom  he  may  chance  to  meet  in  the  streets, 
whether  it  be  lawful  to  worship  images  ?  and  he  will 
receive  for  answer :  "  No,  by  no  means  ;  for  they  can 
<*  neither  hear,  nor  see,  nor  help  us."t  This  is  the  les- 
ion which  is  impressed  on  our  minds  in  our  infancy ; 
and  it  is  so  consonant  to  religion  and  common  sense, 
that,  I  believe,  it  is  never  effaced.  I  may  certainly 
claim  a  more  extensive  acquaintance  with  Catholics 
than  the  bishop  of  Durham ;  but  I  never  yet  met  with 
any  so  ignorant,  as  to  pay  adoration  to  either  images 
or  pictures. 
The  bishop  proceeds  to  observe  that  this  practice  **  is 
**  repugnant  to  the  letter  of  God's  commandments. "J 
But,  as  to  the  letter  of  the  commandments,  it  may  be 
observed,  that  the  practice  of  Catholics  is  not  more  re- 

*  Charge,  p.  11. 

t  Cath.  Catechism,  I.  Command. 

}  Charge,  p.  12. 
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pugnant  to  it  that  the  practice  of  Protestants «  Taken 
literally,  the  commandments  pohibit,  without  except 
tion  or  qualification,  the  making  of  any  graven  thing, 
or  the  likeness  of  any  thing  that  is  in  heaven  above,  or 
on  the  earth  beneath.  If  we  are  to  be  judged  by  the 
letter  of  the  law,  let  our  adversaries  submit  to  the  same 
trial ;  and  let  the  bishop  of  Durham  justify,  if  he  can, 
the  graven  things,'and  the  likenesses  pi  things  in  heaven 
above^  and  on  the  earth  beneath,  which  still  exist  in 
his  cathedral.  It  was  formerly  ornamented  by  the  in* 
genuity  of  the  sculptor  and  the  painter :  and  of  these 
ornaments,  if  many  have  been  effaced  by  the  Gothic 
fanaticism  of  the  first  reformers,  many  are  still  pre- 
served by  the  pious  care  of  their  postenty.  Aware  of 
this  difficulty,  he  has  prudently  inserted  in  his  edition 
of  the  commandment,  the  words,  *'  for  the  purpose  of 
religious  worship  ;"*  an  explanation  which  I  cordially 
approve,  as  it  perfectly  agrees  with  the  catholic  doc- 
trine. '*  This  commandment,*'  says  our  catechism, 
*'  forbids  the  making  of  images  so  as  to  adore  and 
**  serve  them :  that  is,  it  forbids  making  them  our 
"  Gods."  If  then  Catholics  be  idolaters,  tell  me, 
what  is  the  bishop  of  Durham  ? 

*'  To  us,"  he  continues,  **  it  cannot  be  surprising, 
"  that  the  same  superstition  which  could  induce  any 
one  to  believe  that  bread  and  wine  (mere  bodily  ele- 
ments, of  earthly  manufacture)  were  converted  into 
the  real  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  should  without 
much  difficulty  worship  a  creature  image  instead  of 
the  Creator.  "*f  In  this  eloquent  passage,  dictated 
by  moderation  and  liberality  itself,  I  have  long  been 
at  a  loss  what  to  admire  the  most,  the  politeness  of  the 
expression,  or  the  acuteness  of  the  reasoning.  The 
Catholic  intellect,  it  seems,  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Bishop  of  Durham,  deeply  and  incurably  diseased. 
The  belief  of  the  real  presence  is  a  kind  of  original  sin, 
whiqh  vitiates  all  the  faculties  of  the  mind,  deprives 
it  of  the  power  of  distinguishing  truth  firom  falsehood, 
and  prepares  it  for  the  reception  of  every  absurdity. 

•  Charge,  p.  11.  t  IWd. 
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It  is  in  vain  that  the  Catholic  may  Appeal  to  the  ex-' 
press  words  of  Christ:  This  is  my  body;  in  vain  that 
he  urge  his  adversary  to  adduce  in  support  of  any 
other  tenet,  words  equally  plain  and  significative  :  in 
vain  that  he  advert  to  the  consentient  belief  of  all 
other  Christian  Churches  on  the  face  of  the  globe.  It 
is  a  superstition,  replies  his  lordship;  its  professors 
must  be  idolaters ;  there  can  be  little  difficulty  with 
them  to  worship  a  creature  image  instead  of  the 
creator. 

The  Right  Rev.  Theologian  has  thus  laid  down  the 
law  :  his  candour  certainly  will  not  refuse  to  be  tried 
by  it.  He  believes,  according  to  the  creed  of  his 
church,  that  Christ  was  truly  God :  but  he  cannot  be 
ignorant,  that  several  writers  in  this  country,  and 
those  too  men  of  talents  and  erudition,  have  maintained 
that  he  was  a  mere  man.  Now,  were  one  of  these  to 
observe,  that  the  same  superstition  (they  think  it  so) 
which  could  induce  the  Bishop  of  Durham  to  believe 
that  a  person,  clothed  in  the  same  flesh,  and  subject 
to  the  same  infirmities  as  ourselves,  was  the  very  God 
who  framed  the  heavens  anjd  the  earth,  might,  with 
equal  facility,  persuade  him  to  worship  the  creature 
image  for  the  creator :  were  this  remark  to  be  made, 
I  could  wish  to  learn  what  would  be  his  reply.  Would 
he  cite  the  texts  which,  in  his  opinion,  establish  the 
divinity  of  the  Messiah?  The  Catholic  with  equal  jus- 
tice, may  cite  those  which  as  evidently  establish  the 
real  presence.  Would  he  argue,  that  because  you 
conceive  the  opinion  of  your  adversary  to  be  erroneous, 
you  have  no  right  to  accuse  him  of  other  erroneous 
opinions  which  he  disavows  ?  The  Catholic  may  make 
the  same  reply.  In  this  respect,  the  Catholic  and  the 
Bishop  of  Durham  stand  on  the  same  ground.  I  do 
not  mean  to  infer  that  he  is  an  idolater ;  but  I  am 
anxious  to  know  how,  while  he  maintain  the  justness 
of  his  own  reasoning,  he  will  prove  that  he  is  not. — 
Again  it  appears  that  the  learned  Prelate  disbelieves 
the  real  existence  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  in 
the  Lord's  Supper:  and  at  the  same  time,  as  a  true 
child  of  the  Church  of  England,  believes  them  to  be 
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taken  and  received  verily  and  indeed  by  the  faithful. 
Now,  to  me,  this  doctrine  of  receiving  that^ which  does 
not  really  exist,  has  always  appeared  something  like  a 
paradox.  Yet  far  be  it  from  me  to  infer,  even  though  I 
should  be  authorized  by  his  lordship's  conduct,  .that 
because  on  this  subjeot  he  speaks  what  to  me  seems 
nonsense,  he  therefore  is  accustomed  to  talk  nonsense 
on  other  occasions. 

*'  To  disguise  such  repugnance," observes  the  Charge, 
'^  an  artifice  was  adopted  in  Romish  books  of  religious 
'*  institution,  as  contrary  to  the  honour  of  God,  as 
**  image  worship  itself. .  In  the  enumeration  of  the 
"  ten  commandments  the  second  is  wholly  suppressed, 
*'  and  the  number  ten  completed  by  dividing  the  tenth 
'*  into  two:  and  this  in  direct  violation  of  the  injunc- 
*'  tion  :  Ye  shall  not  add  unto  the  ivord  which  1  command 
**  you  ;  neither  shall  ye  diminish  aught  from  it''*  I  am 
astonished  that  so  grave  and  discreet  a  Prelate  should 
iave  hazarded  so  dangerous  an  assertion.  Had  he 
opened  a  Catholic  Bible,  Catholic  Prayer  Book,  or 
Catholic  Catechism,  he  would  have  found  this  com- 
mandment expressed  in  the  same  words  as  in  Protest- 
ant books  of  religious  institution.f  He  would  have 
learned  that  the  Decalogue  in  both  was  the  same; 
that  the  only  difference  consisted  in  the  division :  and 
that  the  Reformers  had  been  pleased  to  separate  the 
first  precept  into  two,  and  to  condense  the  ninth  and 
tenth  into  one.  He  would  not  have  advanced  an  asr 
sertion,  which,  had  it  come  from  any  other  person  than 
the  Bishop  of  Durham,  I  should  not  hesitate  to  pro- 
nounce an  insult  to  the  credulity  of  the  public,  and  a 
cruel  calumny  against  the  consciences  of  Catholics. 

*  Charge,  page  12. 

t  I  consider  the  graven  uuage  of  the  Protestant  as  equivalent  to  the 
.graven  thing  of  the  Catholic  translation.  The  latter  is  perhaps  more 
comprehensive.  As  for  the  division  of  the  Decalogue,  it  is  in  itself  a 
matter  of  inferior  consequence.  The  whole  number  of  precipient  and 
prohibitory  clauses  is  fourteen ;  and  to  reduce  these  into  ten  divisions 
nas  been  the  object  of  difieront  systems  both  among  Jevirs  and  Chris- 
tians. The  division,  which  for  many  centuries  has  been  adopted  by 
Catholics,  is  that  recommended  by  St.  Augustine.  It  is  therefore  un- 
just to  represent  it  as  an  artifice  to  disguise  an  unlawful  practice. 
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Do  I  then  impeach  the  veracity  of  his  Lordship  7  Nd,' 
I  dotibt  not,  that  what  he  asserted,  he  also  believed  to 
be  true.  Do  I  accuse  his  ignorance?  I  do :  he  ought 
to  have  knovim  better. 

2.  To  prove  that  the  usages  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
were  injurious  to  the  honour  of  God  the  Son,  the 
writer  of  the  Charge  instances  the  custom  of  *'  praying 
"  to  the  Virgin  Mary,  to  Angels,  and  to  Saints.  '*  To 
pray  to  the  Angels  and  Saints  is,  in  the  language  of 
the  Catholic  Church,  to  solicit  their  intercession,  and 
it  is  recommended  by  her  as  a  pious  and  useful  prac- 
tice. But  is  it  evident,  as  asserted  by  the  Bishop  of 
Durham,  that  it  derogates  from  the  one  mediatorship 
of  Jesus  Christ  ?  The  inference  to  me  is  illogical  and 
unjust.  With  him  I  am  ready  to  acknowledge,  that 
there  is  one  only  name  under  heaven,  whereby  we 
must  be  saved;  that  there  is  one  Mediator  between 
God  and  Man,  the  Man  Christ  Jesus :  that  he  ever 
liveth  to  make  intercession  for  us  ;  that  he  is  our  in- 
tercessor with  the  Father ;  and  that  through  him  we 
have  access  by  one  spirit  unto  the  Father.f  But  does 
it  necessarily  follow,  that  it  is  unlawful  to  desire 
others  to  intercede  for  us  with  Christ,  and  through  his 
merits  ?  Did  not  the  Apostle  St.  Paul  beg  the  prayers 
of  the  Romans,  Corinthians,  and  Ephesians  ?  Does  not 
the  Church  of  England  command  her  ministers  to  pray 
for  the  king,  the  high  court  of  parliament,  the  clergy, 
and  men  of  every  condition  ?  Does  not  Dr-.  Porteus 
exhort  "  every  sincere  christian  to  persevere  in  that 
**  most  benevolent  office  of  interceding  for  all  man- 
**  kind  V'X     Certainly  the  Bishop   of  Durham  will 

*  Charge,  p.  13. — How  different  is  this  doctrine  from  that  of  Dr. 
Montague,  bishop  of  Norwich.  "  I  grant,"  says  he,  "Christ  is  not 
**  wronged  in  his  mediation.  It  is  no  impiety  to  say ;  Holy  Mary, 
"  pray  for  me.  Holy  Peter,  pray  for  me."'— Treatise  on  the  Invoca- 
tion of  Saints,  p.  118. 

t  Charge,  p.  ibid.— Apprehensive  of  incurring  the  curse,  which  the 
Bishop  of  Durham  (p.  12.;  informs  us  hangs  over  the  head  of  him,  who 
adds  to  the  word  of  God,  I  have  not  ventured  in  quoting  these  texts,  to 
improve  them,  as  he  has  done,  by  the  occasional  insertion  of  the  word 

AlfONE. 

t  Sermons  by  Bielby  Porteus,  Bishop  of  London,  voL  ii.  p.  381. 
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not  contend  that  the  Apostle  was  ignorant  of  the 
mediatorship  of  Jesus,  or  that  he  himself,  when  he 
complies  with  the  orders  of  his  church,  •*  detracts  from 
*•  the  all-sufficiency  of  our  Saviour ;''  or  that  his  right 
reverend  brother  does  not  know  that  **  Christ  liveth  to 
'^  make  intercession  for  us.*'  Yet,  if  to  employ  the  in- 
tercession of  a  third  person  be  to  derogate  from  the 
mediatorship  of  Christ,  I  cannot  understand  what  dif- 
ference it  can  make,  whether  that  person  be  still  liv-* 
ing,  or  numbered  with  the  blessed.  The  Catholic, 
like  the  Protestant,  expects  salvation  from  the  merits 
of  Christ  only ;  from  the  Saints  he  asks  neither  grace 
nor  salvation ;  he  only  solicits  their  friendly  interces- 
sion for  him  with  Christ,  who  is  his  and  their  Saviour, 
his  and  their  God.* 

The  Bishop  of  Durham  is  not,  perhaps,  aware  how 
easily  his  reasoning  may  be  turned  against  himself. 
As  a  specimen,  I  will  undertake  to  prove  that  the  prac- 
tices of  the  Church  of  England  are  derogatory  fit)m 
the  honor  of  God,  and  my  reasoning  shall  be  an  exact 
parody  of  his.  In  the  collect  for  the  feast  of  St. 
Michael,  she  prays,  that,  '*  the  holy  angels  may,  by 
"  God's  appointment,  succour  and  defend  us  on  earth;** 
a  petition  which  detracts  from  the  all-suflSiciency  of 
Grod's  providence,  and  teaches  the  people  to  place 

*  After  this  explication  of  the  Catholic  doctrine  respecting  the  invo« 
cation  of  the  Saints,  I  may  venture  to  ask  the  right  reverend  theologiaa^ 
whether  he  really  thinks  it  idolatrous  ?  I  am  not  so  sanguine  as  to  ex-^ 
pact  that  he  will  give  it  his  approbation  :  but,  if  he  be  not  convinced 
that  it  amounts  to  idolatry,  I  could  vnsh  to  learn  how  he  can  with  a 
safe  conscience  make  the  following  declaration,  before  he  takes  his  seat 
in  the  House  of  Lords :  ''  I  do  solemnly  and  sincerely  in  the  presence 
^'  of  God,  profess,  testify,  and  declare,  that  I  do  believe — that  the  in- 
**  vocation  or  adoration  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  or  any  other  saint,  as  now 
*'  used  in  tHe  Church  of  Rome  is  superstitious  and  idolatrous."  That 
to  adore  the  Virgin  Mary,  or  any  saint,  would  be  idolatry,  is  evident; 
hot  no  9«ch  adoration  is  used  in  the  Church  of  Rome*  The  invocation 
of  the  Saints  is  indeed  used  in  the  sense  explained  in  the  text;  but 
such  invocation  is  certainly  not  idolatrous.  It  seems  to  have  been  reserved 
for  the  wisdom  of  this  enlightened  nation  to  make  It  a  necessary  quali- 
Ification  for  a  legislator,  that  he  should  be  able  tp  swear  to  the  idolatrous 
nature  of  a  practice,  which  the  majority  of  Christians  declare  not  to  be 
idolatrous,  and  which  he  has  probably  never  viewed  but  through  the 
deceitful  medium  of  controveraial  misrepresentation. 
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their  confidence  in  the  angels,  who  are  God's  creatures, 
rather  than  in  God  their  creator.  "  God  almie,  (I  have 
**  as  good  a  right  to  insert  the  word  a/owe  as  the  Bishop 
'*  of  Durham)  God  alone  is  our  rock,  our  fortress,  and 
"  our  deliverer :  he  alone  is  a  rock  to  save  us ;  he  alone 
''  is  the  saving  strength  of  his  anointed,  our  help  and 
''  our  shield ;  the  salvation  of  the  righteous  is  of  the 
"  Lord  alone."  The  practice,  therefore,  of  the  Church 
of  England,  in  multiplying  succourers  and  defenders, 
detracts  greatly  from  the  providence  of  God,  and  leads 
to  a  communication  of  the  divine  attributes  to  beings 
who  are  creatures  and  servants  like  ourselves.  This 
reasoning  I  acknowledge  to  be  futile:  but  I  have 
learned  it  from  the  Bishop  of  Durham ;  and  he  must 
either  admit  it,  or  abjure  nis  own  Charge. 

'*  But  the  imposition  of  penances,  as  purchases  of 
*^  pardon,  and  remedies  of  past  sin,  was  a  denial  of  the 
".eflScacy  of  the  great  sacrifice  which  Christ  made  for 
"  us  by  his  death.''*  I  must  confess  myself  at  a  loss 
to  understand  the  meaning  of  the  term,  "  purchases 
of  pardon."  It  is  unknown  in  Catholic  theology,  and 
has  been  probably  framed  by  the  inventive  genius  of 
the  Reformation.  If  by  it  the  Bishop  of  Durham 
wish  to  insinuate,  that  Catholics  teach  works  of 
penance  to  be  of  themselves  a  sufficient  compensation 
for  sin,  he  has  still  to  learn  the  first  rudiments  of  our 
doctrine.  If  he  mean,  that  we  consider  them  as  one 
of  the  conditions  on  which  Christ  is  willing  to  commu- 
nicate the  merits  of  his  passion  to  the  soul  of  the  sinner, 
his  meaning  is  just,  though  his  expression  be  inaccu- 
rate. But  does  he  seriously  condemn  this  doctrine, 
founded  as  it  is  on  the  clearest  evidence  of  scripture, 
and  confirmed  by  the  practice  of  the  most  early  ages  ? 
If  I  understand  his  reasoning,  he  does.  He  is  the 
zealous  champion  of  the  all-sufficiency  of  Christ :  and, 
in  his  opinion,  to  do  penance  for  sin  after  the  great 
sacrifice  consummated  on  the  cross,  is  to  offer  an 
injury  to  the  honour  of  God  the  Son,  and  to  deny  the 
efficacy  of  his  passion.     His  creed  must,  at  least,  be  a 

*  Charge,  page  13. 
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very  consoling  one.     Indulge  your  passions,  it  exciaimd 
to  the  sinner,  indulge  your  passions  now,  and  cease  to  sin, 
when  you  can  sin  no  longer.      Fear  not  the  rigours 
of  penance.     To  weep  and  pray,  to  fast  and  give  alms,  to 
rep&tt  in  sackcloth  and  ashes,  were  ejctemal  ceremonies 
confined  to  the  Jewish  dispensation.  '  To  practice  them 
now,  would  be  to  **  seduce  from  the  grace  and  truth  that 
"  came  by  Jesus  Christ, — to  carry  us  back  from  the 
"  Gospel  to  the  Law, — to  deprive  ourselves  of  the  ines- 
timable advantages  which  the  law  of  Moses  could 
not  give  us."*    It  is  curious  to  observe  how  muck 
the  Gospel,  which  is  preached  in  these  enlightened 
times,  has  improved  on  the  rough  sketch  that  was 
delivered  to  our  fathers.     St.  Paul  was  accustomed  to 
keep  under  his  body,  and  to  bring  it  into  subjection.^ 
I  have  no  doubt  that  he  thought  he  was  acting  in  a 
manner  pleasing  to  Christ,  and  yet  we  now  learn  from 
the  Bishop  of  Durham,  that  he  was  actually  derogating 
from  the  efficacy  of  the  passion  of  Christ.    The  peni- 
tents, in  ancient  times,  often  spent  whole  years  in 
works  of  penance.    They  fasted  and  prayed ;  they  lay 
prostrate  at  the  porch  of  the  church ;  they  solicited 
the  intercession  of  their  less  guilty  brethren. j:    By 
these  austerities  they  hoped  they  were  fulfilling  the 
will  of  their  Redeemer :  but  now  we  know,  that  they 
were  adding  sin  to  sin,  and  augmenting  the  guilt  of 
their  former  offences,  by  denying  the  efficacy  of  the 
sacrifice  of  Christ.    Even  the  learned  men,  who  com- 
piled the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  seem  to  have  been 
mvolved  in  this  damnable  error.     "  There  was  for- 
merly," they  tell  us,  '*  a  godly  discipline,  that  at  the 
''  beginning  of  Lent,  such  persons  as  stood  convicted 
'*  of  notorious  sins,  were  put  to  open  penance,  and 
''  punished  here,  that  their  souls  might  be  saved  in 
"  the  day  of  the  Lord.    And  it  were  much  to  be  wished 
"  that  the  said  discipline  may  be  restored  again. "§ 

•  Cbaige,  p.  14.  .    >.  , 

t  r«vvMe^w  I  chastise  or  tame.    The  learned  Prelate  yixVL  excuse  ' 
me,  if,  notwithstanding  his  prohibitioD,  I  appeal  to  the  Greek. 
X  Bingham,  Orig.  Eccles.  tom.  11,  p.  207. 
i  Book  of  Common  P^yer. 
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Little  did  they  imagine,  that  this  godly  discipline  of 
penance  and  punishment,  by  means  of  which  the  souls 
of  sinners  were  to  be  saved  in  the  day  of  the  Lord, 
would  be  proved  by  one  of  their  successors  in  the 
ministry^  to  be  an  impiety,  derogatory  from  the  media- 
torship  of  the  Redeemer.  Yet  so,  (if  I  can  understand 
his  meaning)  says  the  Bishop  of  Durham ;  and  he  is 
a  master  of  Israel.* 

The  writer  of  the  Charge  has  a  third  argument  in 
reserve  to  prove  his  accusation.  "  The  Roman  Church 
*'  denies  the  use  of  the  cup  to  the  Laity  at  the  sacra- 
^'ment  of  the  Lord's  Supper:  which  is  derogatory 
>'  from  the  honour  of  our  Saviour,  as  it  is  a  violation 
of  his  express  command :  drink  ye  all  of  this.  It  is 
not  only  an  unjust  infringement  of  the  rights  of  the 
**  Laity,  and  a  daring  mutilation  of  the  holy  sacrament^ 
^  but  also  dishonours  him  who  instituted  and  ordained 
"  it."t  It  is  with  regret  I  notice  these  bold  assertions, 
which  cannot  be  supported  by  argument.  So  learned 
a  Prelate  as  the  Bishop  of  Durham  knew,  or  ought  to 
have  known,  that  the  custom  of  conimunicating  under 
ene  kind,  is  sanctioned  not  only  by  the  practice  of  the 
Latin,  but  also  of  the  Greek  Churchy  on  several  days 
of  the  year ;  and  he  should  have  hesitated  before  he 
condemned  on  his  own  private  authority  nine--tenths 
of  the  great  body  of  Christians^  as  violators  of  the 
command  of  Christ,  and  mutilators  of  the  sacrament. 
He  knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  that  some  of  the 
most  eminent  writers  of  the  Church  of  England  have 
maintained,  that  communion  under  both  kinds  was  not 
commanded  by  Christ,!  and  that  the  Synod  of  French 
Protestants  holden  at  roictiers  in  1560,  decreed  that 
only  the  bread  of  the  Lord's  Supper  ought  to  be 
administered  to  those  who  cannot  drink  wine.§    He 

*  I  could  wish  to  know  what  is  the  meaning  of  tilie  Fast  Day, 
ofdered  by  the  King,  every  year.     Is  it  not  considered  as  a  work  oiF 
pon^noe  ? 
'   *  Charge,  p.  1 5. 

X  Bishop  Montague,  Orig.  torn.  1.  p.  396. 

§  CJhap.  13,  Art.  7.-— For  instances  of  communion  under  one  kind 
among  the  eastern  naiionsi  toe  Senaudot.  Liturgiarum  Orient.  Collect. 
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knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  that  the  manner  of 
communicating  is  a  mere  matter  of  discipline,  which 
may  vary  according  to  times  and  circumstances :  that 
the  use  of  the  cup  has  been  sometimes  granted  and 
sometimes  denied  to  the  Laity ;  and  that  the  com- 
munion has  on  some  occasions,  been  lawfully  ad- 
ministered under  the  sole  form  of  bread,  and  on  others, 
under  the  sole  form  of  wine.*  The  Apostles,  it  is 
true,  communicated  under  both  kinds  !But  would  he 
bind  us  to  imitate  every  particular  of  their  commu- 
nion ?  Then  we  (I  mean  the  men  only,  for  as  no  wo- 
men were  present,  they  will  be  excluded),  must  receive 
in  the  evening,  after  supper,  and  sitting  at  table. 
Will  he  maintain  that  all  Christ's  words  were  at  that 
time  directed  to  all  the  faithful  ?  Then  every  indivi- 
dual may  claim  the  right  of  consecrating  the  elements. 
Some  distinction  must  be  drawn,  and  as  the  scripture 
is  silent,  we  must  have  recourse  to  the  practice  and 
authority  of  the  Church  of  Christ. — But  did  not  our 
Saviour  say :  "  Drink  ye  all  of  this.*f "  I  answer,  I, 
That  from  St.  Mark  it  appears,  '*  tliey  all  drank  of  it :" 
whence  it  may  be  inferred,  that  the  command  of 
Christ  was  addressed  not  to  the  whole  body  of  Chris- 
tians, but  to  all  present,  that  is,  to  the  twelve  apostles, 
on  whom  he  then  conferred  the  power  of  consecrating 
the  eucharist.  2.  That  the  practice  of  the  Christian 
Church  is  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  meaning  of 
her  divine  Master.  Nor  is  this  a  principle  which  the 
Bishop  of  Durham  can  consistently  reject.     From  the 


torn.  U.  p.  123,  370.  Arcudius,  de  Concord.  Ec5cl.  Ocscident,  et 
Orient,  p.  382,  396.  Among  the  Cophts  it  is  tke  custom  to  communi- 
cate children  ijnder  one  kind,  by  dipping  the  finger  into  the  chalice, 
and  then  putting  it  into  their  mouths.     Renaudot.  torn.  1.  p.  291. 

♦  Prom  the  expression  of  St.  Paul,  it  appears  that  the  communion 
wttf  sometimes  administered  under  one  kind  in  the  most  early  times. 
Whosoever  shall  eat  this  bread,  or  drink  thb  cup,  1  Cor.  xi.  27.  B«it 
for  this  reading  I  must  refer  Ihe  bishop  to  his  Palladium,  the  Greek 
text :  Off  av  ia5»n  tov  afrov  tstojj,  >i  w»vn  to  «ot»i^»ov.  The  English  Pro- 
testant translators  have  thought  proper  to  transform  the  disjunctive  of 
into  the  copulative  and, 

t  Charge,  p.  15. 
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fexpressions  of  Scripture,  and  the  practice  of  the  first 
Christians,  it  is  evident  that  the  sacrament  of  baptism 
was,  in  its  first  institution,  conferred  by  immersion: 
yet  what  Protestant  clergyman  hesitates  at  the  pre- 
sent day  to  adopt  the  contrary  method  of  aspersion  or 
affusion  ?  Christ  forbade  his  disciples  to  swear  at  all : 
yet,  does  not  the  Bishop  of  Durham  permit  oaths  to  be 
taken  in  his  courts,  to  the  no  small  emolument  of  his 
officers?  Christ  commanded  his  disciples,  after  his 
example,  to  wash  the  feet  of  each  other :  yet  who  is 
there  at  the  present  day  that  complies  with  this  in- 
junction  ?  The  apostles,  in  the  Council  of  Jerusalem, 
declared  that  to  abstain  from  blood  was  a  necessary 
thing :  yet  what  Christian  scruples  now  to  transgress 
that  prohibition  ?  For  these,  and  several  other  devia- 
tions from  the  exact  letter  of  the  scripture,  no  other 
satisfactory  reason  can  be  given,  than  the  authority  of 
the  Pastors  of  the  Church,  whom  Christ  has  esta- 
blished the  interpreters  of  his  law.  Since  then  com- 
munion under  one  kind  has  for  several  centuries  been 
established,  and  was  always  partially  admitted,  the 
Bishop  of  Durham  will  excuse  us,  if,  in  defiance  of 
his  censure,  and  in  obedience  to  an  authority,  to  which 
he  himself  must  bend  on  other  occasions,  we  continue 
to  adhere  to  our  ancient  custom,  without  conceiving 
that  we  either  transgress  the  command,  or  dishonour 

the  mediatorship  of  Christ.-^ As  to  the  reproach  of 

mutilation,  it  may  with  equal  justice  be  retorted  on 
the  Protestant.  He  condemns  the  Catholic  for  muti- 
lating the  sacrament — Of  what?  Of  a  cup  of  mere 
wine,  The  Catholic  condemns  him  for  mutilating  it 
t)f  its  very  essence,  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ 

3.  We  now  proceed  to  the  sanctifying  influences  of 
the  Holy  Spirit.  From  these,  we  are  told,  the  Church 
of  Rome  derogates  by  **  the  great  stress  which  she 
**  lays  on  external  and  ritual  performances :"  a  stress 
*'  which  tends  to  lessen  the  spirituality  of  religious 
•'  duties,  and  teaches  the  mind  to  rest  on  outward  and 
"  carnal  observances,  instead  of  placing  its  whole 
*' trust  on  Christ's  promised  assistance  of  the  Holy 
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"  Spirit,  and  the  sufficiency  of  his  grace.*"  To  this 
vague  and  general  accusation,  I  scarcely  know  what 
answer  to  oppose.  The  Bishop,  before  he  ventured  to 
condemn,  should  at  least  have  condescended  to  ex-* 
plain  the  doctrine  of  the  Catholics  on  the  subject  of 
ritual  observances.  He  should  have  pointed  out  in 
what  it  differed  from  that  of  the  Church  of  England  f, 
and  have  shewn,  not  by  mere  assertion,  but  by  facts, 
that  it  was  pernicious  in  its  consequences.  This 
would  have  been  fair  and  manly.  It  would  have  ena- 
bled his  readers  to  judge  of  its  merits,  and  of  his  cen- 
sure. He  has,  however,  thought  proper  to  adopt  a 
different  method,  more  convenient,  it  is  true,  to  the 
writer,  but  certainly  more  calculated  to  mislead  the 
judgment  of  the  reader.  He  has  described  the  Ca* 
thoUc  doctrine  in  terms  the  most  loose  and  indefinite, 
which  may  mean  anything  or  nothing,  and  which 
convey  no  precise  idea  to  the  mind,  but  envelope  the 
object  in  a  mist  through  which  it  is  seen  magnified 
and  distorted.  As,  then,  I  cannot  ascertain  the  exact, 
meaning  of  the  accusation,  I  hope  I  may  be  excused 
from  attempting  to  refute  it :  but  be  that  meaning^ 
what  it  may,  I  strenuously  deny  the  inference  which 
the  Bishop  has  deduced  from  it ;  and  maintain  that 
the  conduct  of  Catholics,  however  they  may  be  at- 
tached to  external  ceremonies,  is  not  such  as  to  justify 
the  assertion,  that  they  are  more  hostile  than  their 
neighbours  to  the  sanctifying  influences  of  the  Holy 
Spirit.    As  to  ritual  performances,  I  know  not  what 

*  Charge,  p.  IS. 

t  ** The  church  hathpower  to  decree  ntes  or  ceremonies."  Arti- 
cles of  the  Church  of  Endand,  Art  20.  '«  The  prescribing  stated 
forms  for  the  several  acts  of  religious  worship,  and  not  leaving  that  to 
the  oapamties  or  humoufis,  to  the  inventicms,  and  oftoa  to  the  extrava- 
gandies  of  those  whe  are  to  officiate,  &11  within  the  general  rides  ^veur 
hy  the  aposUes  to  the  churdies  in  their  time,  *  ,  .  .  We  ought  to  ac- 
quiesce in  such  rules  as  have  he&a  agreed  on-  by  conunon  consent ;  and 
which  are  recommended  to  us  by  long  {Hactice,  and  ihai  are  estab- 
Ushed  by  those  who  have  the  lawful  authority  over  us.  Nor  can  w» 
assign  an  v  other  bounds  to  our  submission  in  this  case  than  those  the- 
goi^  hek  limited.  We  must  obey  God  rather  than  man.'*  Exposi- 
tion of  the  39  articles,  by  Gilbert,  Bishop  of  Sarum,  p.  ,193,  194. 


42 

place  they  may  hold  in  the  estimation  of  tl^  Bishop 
of  Durham.  If  he  reject  them,  I  fear  he  knows  little 
of  human  nature.  In  religion  they  are  necessary  ta^ 
attract  curiosity,  stimulate  languor,  and  fix  attention. 
The  experience  of  ages  shews,  that,  without  th^n 
erei^  profession  of  religious  worship,  though  it  may 
be  kept  alive  by  the  cordials  of  wealth  and  distinction, 
must  yet  subside  into  a  state  of  torpor  and  indifier- 
ence.  If  the  zealous  Prelate  wish  for  a  spiritual  re* 
Ugion,  he  may  congratulate  himself  on  the  completion 
of  his  wish.  With  the  general  state  of  the  diocese  of 
Durham,  I  cannot  be  so  well  acquainted  as  his  Lord- 
ship ;  but  if  it  resemble  that  of  the  other  dioceses  in 
this  kingdom,  there  are  few,  very  few,  Protestants, 
i!i^tK>se  minds  rest  on  outward  and  carnal  observances. 
The  solitude  of  the  churches  testifies,  that  if  they 
worship  at  all,  they  worship  in  spirit  alone.  They 
may  indeed  perform  their  religious  duties  in  a  spiritual 
aim  invisible  manner ;  coiporal  attendance,  and  ex- 
ternal observance,  they  certainly  disdain.^ 

'^  But,"  resumes  the  vrriter  of  the  Chaise,  '^  the 
**  sacred  influence  of  the  Holy  Ghost  was  still  more 
'<  dishonoured  by  the  presumptuous  doctrines  which 
were  maintained  concerning  the  merit  oi  good 
works/'-f  This  is  another  vague  and  indeterminate 
accusation,  firom  which  I  should  be  inclined  to  sus- 
pect that  the  Bishop  of  Durham  is  not  better  ac- 
qjuainted  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Catholic  Church 
respecting  good  works,  than  with  the  other  psyrts  of 
her  religious  creed.  May  I  then  be  allowed  to  inform 
him  of  that  which  is  familiar  to  every  Catholic  from 
his  childhood  ?    Wq  are  t^ught^  1.  That  the  Scripture 

*  The  Bisbop  of  London,  inUiCliaigefetlT90(p.  11,)  veiytoily 
observes :  ^'  Scato^ly  o»o  sjrnnlom  of  religion  ever  appeals  amongrt 
'<  us  except  on  the  Lord's  day.^  He  migbt  have  added,  and  vexy  few 
even  then.  *'  It  must  be  admowledged/'  sajs  he,  in  another  place^ 
*^  that  the  present  remarkable  thinness  of  our  ohurehee  on  Sundays,  at 
**  the  east  as  well  as  the  vest  end  of  the  town^  Is  a  pioof  that  the  ne- 
**  gleet  of  divine  worship  is  not  confined  to  the  fftetA,  but  has  pervaded 
*'  almost  cveiy  class  of  people  in  {his  cai^taL"  Sermons,  vol.  i.  p. 

t  Charge,  f.  IS.  212. 
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perpetually  inculcates  the  utility  of  good  works. 
What  doth  it  profit,  says  St.  James,  though  a  man  say 
he  hath  faith,  and  have  not  works  ?  Can  faith  save  him  ? 
Jf  faith  have  not  works,  it  is  dead,  being  alone.  By 
works  a  man  is  justified,  and  not  by  faith  only.*  St. 
Paul  prayed  that  his  converts  might  walk  worthy  of 
the  Lord  unto  all  pleasing,  being  fruitful  m  every  good 
vwk :  and  that  Christ  might  comfort  their  hearts,  and 
establish  them  in  every  g€i)d  word  and  work.'\  He  ad« 
vises  those  who  have  believed  in  God,  to  be  careful 
to  maintain  good  works ;  and  charges  the  rich,  that 
they  do  good,  that  they  be  rich  m  good  works,  that  they 
may  lay  hold  on  eternal  life.j:  2.  We  believe  that  a 
reward  has  been  promised  to  the  performance  of  good 
works.  Love  ye  your  enemies,  and  do  good,  and  your 
reward  shall  be  great.  God  will  render  to  every  man 
according  to  his  deeds :  to  them,  who  by  patient  continue 
once  in  well-doing,  seek  for  glory,  and  honour,  and  im^ 
mortality,  eternal  life.  There  is  laid  up  for  me  a  crown 
of  righteousness,  which  the  Lord,  the  righteous  Judge, 
shall  give  me  at  that  day :  and  not  to  me  only,  but  unto 
all  them  that  love  his  appearing.^  3.  Hence,  though 
with  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  we  acknowledge  our- 
selves to  be  unprofitable  servants,  though  it  be  the 
Holy  Spirit  that  worketh  in  us,  both  to  will  and  to  do 
of  his  good  pleasure,  yet,  as  God  is  faithful  to  his 

i>roniises,  and  not  unrighteous  to  forget  our  work  and 
abour  of  love,  we  piously  trust  he  will  fulfil  his  en- 
gagements, and  reward  with  his  glory  in  heaven  the 
works  which  by  his  grace  (for  grace  is  necessary),  he 
has  enabled  us  to  perform  upon  earth.  This  is  the 
Catholic  doctrine  respecting  the  merit  of  good  works ; 
and  it  is  so  very  consonant  to  reason  and  religion,  that 
I  coi^ceive  the  mere  ej^planation  of  it  will  silence  every 
objection.  K 


*  St.  JameBii.  14,  17,24. 

t  Colossi.  JO.  2Thess.ii.i7. 

J  Tit.  iii.  8.  1  Tim.  vi.  18.  Soe  also  Gal.  vi.  9.  2  Thos^j.  iii.  13, 

§  Luke  vi.  30.     Rom.  ii.  6.  7.    2  Tim.  iv.  8. 

0  Besides  the  Bishop  of  Ditfham,  tho  Bishop  of  London  is  also  in 
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Thus  have  I  endeavoured  to  answer,  and  I  trust 
with  some  success,  the  principal  arguments  of  my 
Right  Reverend  opponent.  He  has  added  a  few  ex- 
ceptions, of  minor  consequence  it  is  true,  but  which 
ought  not  to  escape  without  notice.  Of  these,  the 
first  is  the  old  tale  of  indulgences.  To  the  apprehen- 
sion of  many  of  my  readers,  I  have  no  doubt  that  an 
indulgence  appears  a  monster  of  most  hideous  aspect, 
engendered  from  clerical  avarice  and  popular  cre- 
dulity. But,  if  they  will  have  a  little  patience,  I  hope 
to  convince  them  that  it  is  a  being  of  a  most  harmless 
nature.  In  ancient  times,  as  we  have  seen  already, 
the  sinner  who  by  public  crimes  had  afflicted  the  zeal 
of  his  more  innocent  brethren,  was  subjected  to  a 
course  of  public  penance,  which  was  not  confined  to 
the  duration  of  a  few  weeks,  but  frequently  extended 
to  several  years,  sometimes  to. the  whole  life  of  the 
offender.  The  bishops,  however,  claimed  the  power 
of  abridging  the  time,  or  mitigating  the  severity  of  the 

tbe  habit  of  delivering  lectures  from  the  pulpit.  He  seems  to  think 
that,  though  Christ  has  paid  our  ransom,  yet  good  works  are  necessaty 
for  us,  and  that  to  perform  them  is  not  to  deny  the  efficacy  of  his  pas- 
sion. "  All  these  sacrifices,"  says  he,  *'  must  bo  made.  It  is  the 
"  price  we  are  to  pay  (besides  that  price  which  our  Redeemer  paid), 
**  and  surely  no  unreasonable  one,  for  escaping  eternal  misery,  and 
"  rendering  ourselves  capable  of  eternal  glory."  Lectures  on  St.  Matt, 
lect  vi.  p.  143.  In  another  place  he  peHectly  agrees  with  the  Catholic 
doctrine  of  good  works.  ''  Our  heavenly  father  expects  and  commands 
**  us  to  be  rich  in  good  works ^  to  feed  the  hungry,  to  clothe  the  naked, 
'*  &c."  Lect.  xviii.  p.  165.  Nor  do  I  believe  that  ho  has  the  same 
opinion  as  the  Bishop  of  Durham  on  the  subject  of  ceremonies.  He 
calls  those  ^'  enthusiasts  who  trample  under  foot  ancient  ceremonies  and 
*'  institutions."  Lect.  viii.  p.  199.  Let  the  two  prelates  mutually  re- 
concile iheir  respective  creeds^  in  points  of  such  importance  so  diamet- 
rically opposite  to  each  other.  Bishop  Watson,  as  Regius  Professor  of 
Divinity  m  the  university  of  Cambridge,  has  published  a  collection  of 
theological  tracts,  among  which  is  a  treatise  entitied  a  Key  to  the 
Apostolic  Writings  (voL  iiL  p.  315).  I  do  not  conceive  in  what  the 
doctrine  delivered  in  this  tract  respecting  the  necessity  of  good  works 
differs  from  that  of  Catholics.  Thus,  p.  391,  he  says,  ^'  We  are  to 
"  go  through  a  course  of  well-doing  in  order  to  our  reaping  eternal  life ; 
^'  which  we  shall  not  obtain,  if  we  faint,  or  are  weary  in  well-doing. 
''  The  doctrine  which  teaches  us  the  performance  of  all  good  works  is 
^^  the  sound,  uncorrupt  doctrine  of  the  gospel."    P.  401. 
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punishment,  as  the  fervour  and  circumstances  of  the 
penitent  might  require :  and  this  abridgment  or  miti- 
gation  was  termed  an  indulgence.  On  some  occasions 
they  conmiuted,  according  to  their  discretion,  a  part 
of  the  penance,  into  other  pious  works,  such  as  the 
giving  of  alms,  assisting  in  the  erection  of  churches^ 
and  contributing  towards  charitable  institutions. 
These  commutations  are  what  the  Bishop  of  Durham 
has  called  the  sale  of  indulgences.  Now,  it  is  proper 
to  observe,  that  this  kind  of  discipline  was  not  pecu- 
liar to  the  Church  of  Rome :  it  was  adopted  by  other 
churches,  and  has  even  been  adopted  by  the  esta- 
blished Church  in  England.  As  a  proof  of  the  as- 
sertion, the  curious  reader  may  peruse  the  following 
writing  of  Archbishop  Grindall,  laid  before  the  synod 
of  the  province  of  Canterbury  in  1580,  and  approved 
by  that  assembly.     "  I  wish,"  says  he,  **  at  every 

public  penance  a  sermon,  if  it  be  possible  to  be  had. 

Let  the  oflFender  be  set  directly  over  against 

"  the  pulpit  during  the  service  or  homily,  and  there 
"  stand  bareheaded  with  the  sheet  or  other  accus- 
"  tomed  note  of  diflFerence,  and  that  upon  a  board 
'*  raised  a  foot  and  a  half  at  least  above  the  church 
"  floor,  that  they  may  be  in  a  higher  place,  and  above 
"  all  the  people."  He  next  directs  the  preacher  to 
interrogate  the  penitent,  whether  he  confess  that  by 
his  crimes  he  has  deserved  everlasting  damnation  and 
ofiended  the  church  of  God ;  whether  he  be  heartily 
sorry ;  whether  he  ask  God  and  the  congregation  for- 
giveness ;  and  whether  he  promise  never  to  commit  the 
like  again  ?  To  these  questions  answers  are  to  be  re- 
turned in  the  affirmative.  He  then  continues  :  "  Pro- 
"  vided  always  that  order  be  given  by  the  ordinaries, 
*'  when  they  assign  penances,  that  if  the  penitents  do 
**  shew  themselves  irreverent,  or  impenitent  at  their  pe- 
**  nances,  that  then  their  punishments  be  reiterated, 
**  and  be  removed  from  the  church  to  the  market-place. 

If   the  ordinary  see  cause  to  commute  the 

wearing  of  the  sheet  only,  (for  other  commutation  I 
"  wish  none)  then  appoint  a  good  portion  qf  money  to 
**  be  deliver^  immediately  sSter  the  penance  done  in 
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*'  form  aforesaid,  by  the  penitent  himself,  to  the  coU 
^'  lectors  of  the  poor,  with  this  proviso,  that  if  he  shew 
*'  not  good  signs  of  repentance,  he  is  to  be  put  again 
**  into  his  penance  with  the  sheet,  and  then  no  money 
*'  at  no  time  to  be  taken  of  him."^  Here  then  we 
have  a  Protestant  commutation  of  penance,  sanctioned 
by  the  approbation  of  the  Church  of  England,  and^  in 
the  language  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  a  Protestant 
sale  of  indulgences.  By  both  churches,  the  monies 
arising  from  this  source  were  destined  for  pious  pur* 
poses :  both  had  occasionally  to  lament  that  their  m^ 
tentions  were  not  figdthfully  fulfilled.  From  the  nume* 
rous  complaints  made  m  the  convocations  of  the  years 
1684,  1597,  1599,  1640,  1710,  1714,  it  appears,  that 
the  fines  thus  paid  to  the  Protestant  clergy  of  England 
amounted  to  no  inconsiderable  sum,  which  the  avarice 
of  the  collectors  frequently  tempted  them  to  divert 
from  the  proper  channel  into  their  own  purses.  Ttf 
remedy  this  abuse,  canons  were  framed,  which  do 
honour  to  the  zeal  of  their  authors.  It  was  decreed, 
that  the  power  of  granting  commutations  should 
be  taken  u'om  the  inferior  clergy,  and  confined  to  the 
bishops  and  their  delegates ;  that  the  officers  of  the  or- 
dinary should  be  contented  with  their  accustomary 
fees ;  that  the  ordinary  himself  should  inspect  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  money,  and  annually  audit  the  ac- 
counts ;  and  that  the  transgressors  of  these  regulations 
should  be  suspended  from  their  functions  during  three 
months,  or  a  whole  year.f 

From  this  view  of  the  subject,  it  follows  that  the 
sale  of  indulgences,  if  sale  it  must  be  called,  was  com- 
mon to  the  clergy  of  the  Protestant  as  well  as  of  the 
Catholic  church ;  and  the  impartial  reader,  while  he 
condemns  the  avarice  of  those  who  may  have  converted 
this  practice  to  their  private  emolument,  will  acquit 
each  of  the  two  churches,  because  each  in  her  public 
canons  expressed  the  highest  disapprobation  of  so 
heinous  an  abuse.     I  shall  only  add,  that  the  Bishop 

*  Wilkins,  Concil.  torn.  iv.  p.  298. 

t  Ibid.  p.  315,  355,362,  552,  638,  654. 
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of  Durham  ought  to  be  no  enemy  to  indulgences :  fo# 
hii^  doctrme,  that  works  of  penance  are  a  denial  of  the 
efficacy  of  Christ's  passion,  offers  to  sinners  a  more 
extensiye  indulgence  than  any  Pope,  in  the  plenitude 
of  his  power,  has  yet  ventured  to  grant. 

He  next  reprehends  the  adoption  of  an  unknown 
tongue  in  the  public  services  of  religion.^    I  conceive 
he  means  in  the  celebrati(m  of  the  liturgy,  as  he  knows 
that  the  Catholic  priests  read  prayers,  and  deliver  in«- 
structions  to  the  people,  in  the  English  language.    It 
cannot  be  necessary,  that  I  repeat  the  arguments  by 
which  the  Catholic  divines  have  defended  a  custom 
consecrated  in  their  eyes  by  the  approbation  of  so 
many  centuries.     If  the  Bishop  of  Durham  conceive 
himself  and  his  colleagues  the  most  proper  judgeis  of 
the  language  which  is  best  adapted  to  their  service,  I 
hope  he  will  allow  the  same  privilege  to  the  Catholic 
Prelates  with  respect  to  theirs.    The  English  Church 
is  a  modern  church  ;  its  language  therefore  should  be 
modern,  that  its  liturgy  may  announce  to  posterity  the 
era  in  which  it  was  framed.    But  the  Church  of  Rome 
is  an  ancient  church :  it  therefore  preserves  its  ancient 
liturgy,  the  language  of  which  remounts  to  the  origin 
of  Christianity.    I  do  not  believe  that  history  can  for- 
nish  an  instance  of  a  people,  who  ever  changed  the 
language  of  their  liturgy,  and  did  not  at  the  same  time 
change  their  religion.     The  Christians  of  the  Latin 
rite  are  not  singular  in  the  use  of  an  ancient  tongue  in 
their  service.    The  Greeks,  Russians,  Armenians,  Sy- 
rians, Cophts,  Ethiopians,  Georgians,  and  the  other 
Christians  of  the  East,  all  retain  the  liturgies  which 
they  received  from  the  fathers  of  their  faith,  and  which 
are  written  in  languages  unintelligible  to  the  vulgar. 
The  same  was  the  discipline  of  the  Jews  after  the  cap- 
tivity ;  nor  do  we  learn  that  it  was  ever  blamed  by  our 
Saviour.    Neither  is  it  true,  that  the  modem  Church 
of  England  has  always  held  in  such  abhorrence  the  ce- 
lebration  of  the  divine  service  in  an  unknown  tongue. 
In  the  year  1560,  an  Act  was  passed  ifor  the  introduc- 

*  Charge,  p.  16* 
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tidn  of  the  English  Book  of  Common  Prayer  among  the 
natives  of  Ireland,  who  were  compelled  by  the  severest 
penalties  to  assist  at  the  celebration  of  the  English  li- 
turgy, though  they  were  utterly  unacquainted  with  the 
language.*  Nor  do  the  English  Prelates  appear  to 
have  always  been  enemies  to  the  Latin  tongue.  In  the 
Act  of  Uniformity,  the  reformed  minister  in  Ireland,  if 
he  could  not  read  English,  was  permitted  to  read  a 
Latin  translation,  which  probably  was  equally  under- 
stood by  his  parishioners :  f  and  in  the  same  year,  the 
universities  of  Oxford  and  Cambridge,  and  the  colleges 
of  Eton  and  Winchester,  obtained  permission  from  the 
head  of  their  church  to  perform  the  divine  service  in 
the  language  of  Rome.J 

**  But,^'  observes  the  writer  of  the  Charge,  "  the 
"  Scriptures  themselves  were,  at  the  time  of  the  Re- 
"  formation,  removed  from  the  reach  of  the  common 
*'  enquirer,  and  concealed  in  the  obscurity  of  an  un- 
*'  known  language/'^  Certainly  the  Bishop  of  Durham 
cannot  be  ignorant  that  the  art  of  printing  was  then  in 
its  infancy,  and  the  art  of  reading  confined  of  Conse- 
quence, almost  exclusively,  to  the  learned.  Would 
he  then  have  had  the  Catholic  Prelates  to  publish  ver- 
sions of  the  Scriptures  for  the  very  rational  purpose  of 
putting  them  into  the  hands  of  those  who  could  not 
read? 

He  proceeds  to  describe  the  Catholic  Church  as 
an  enemy  to  biblical  learning,  and  to  the  study  of 
the  languages  in  which  the  Scriptures  were  origi- 
nally written.  To  the  truth  of  this  assertion  I 
cannot  subscribe ;    its  refutation  has  been  already 


*  Heylin,  Hist,  of  the  Reform,  Eliz.  p.  128.  "  The  people  hj 
*'  that  statute  are  required  under  several  penalties  to  frequent  their 
^'  churches,  and  to  be  frequent  at  the  reading  of  the  English  liturgy, 
''  which  they  understana  no  more  than  they  do  the  mass  •  •  •  •  hy 
'*  which  we  have  furnished  the  Papists  with  an  excellent  argument 
^  against  ourselves,  for  having  the  divine  service  celebrated  in  such  Ck 
*^  language  as  the  people  do  not  understand/* — Ibid. 

t  Ibid. 

J  Wilk.  Cone.  torn.  iv.  p.  217. 

§  Charge,  p.  17. 
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anticipated  by  many  Protestant  writers.*  The 
odious  task  of  comparing  the  Protestant  with  the  Ca^ 
tholic  universities  I  willingly  leave  to  others  ;"f"  but  t 
must  «ay,  that  I  am  probably  as  well  acquainted  with 
the  latter  as  he  is^  and  have  no  hesitation  to  assert 
that  his  statement  is  uncandid  and  imjust.  I  would 
a^k,  from  whom  it  was  that  the  first  reformers  acquired 
the  knowledge  of  the  oriental  languages,  if  not  from 
the  catholic  monasteries,  and  catholic  universities  ?  I 
would  ask,  who  published  the  Complutensian  Poly- 
glott?  a  Catholic  cardinal.  The  Antwerpian  Polyglott  ? 
a  Catholic  King.  The  Parisian  Polyglott?  a  Catholic 
gentleman.  All  these  were  published  before  the 
English  Polyglott ;  and  are  we  to  be  told  that  Catho- 
lics are  enemies  to  biblical  learning  ?  The  first  editions 
of  the  Samaritan  Pentateuch  and  of  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment were  given  by  Catholics:  the  Greek,  Syriac, 
Arabic,  and  Ethiopian  versions  of  the  Bible,  and  the 
Chaldaic  paraphrases,  were  first  edited  by  Catholics : 
and  are  we  still  to  be  told  that  Catholics  are  enemies 
to  biblical  learning  ?  The  bishop  glories  in  the  nume- 
rous and  improved  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament 
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^  **  A  single  benedictine  monastery,  says  Gibbon,  has  produced 

more  valuable  works  than  both  our  universities.     Notwithstanding 

the  Codex  of  Dr.  Kipling,  and  the  Septuagint  of  Dr.  Hoinaes ;  not- 

'*  withstanding  Bampton  Lectures,  and  Seaton  Prize  Poems;  notwith- 

*  standing  even  the  Strabo  with  which  the  Clarendon  press  has  been  30 

**  years  parturient^  the  assertion  of  Gibbon  remains  true/* 

Aikin's  Annual  Rev.  1802,  voL  1,  p.  1579. 
t  I  will  only  recommend  to  the  Bishop's  attention,  a  short  passage, 
which  I  have  extracted  from  a  Charge  composed  by  an  old  heathen :    * 

0;i;  ro»  ^oxf»  ro9  urXncKov  lifjMOu  nitty 
AXK  avrof  fwvof  vnnuXx  hivt*  ix^yv^ 
Kttyo;  y'ft^pvy  «(»,  von  fiiSxxfiifoq  I0^X&. 
lo-w;  yap  wmntg  tironu^  emtetfAiQab. 

ewy; 

Ye  Popish  blockheads,*'  mitred  D ^m  cries. 

Begone :  I,  and  my  friends,  alone  axe  wise. 
Rich  with  the  s^^s  of  Babylon,  'tis  fit, 
That  we  should  claim  monopoly  of  wit."- 
Whoe'er  adopts  this  idle  vaunting  strain, 
Shews  but  the  vapours  of  an  empty  brain  i 
For,  spite  of  party  rage,  the  gifts  of  heaven, 
To  every  sect,  with  equal  hand  are  piven. 
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So 

^ven  by  Protestant  writers.  I  bear  a  willmg  testi* 
mony  to  their  merit,  but  express  a  hope  that  at  the 
same  time  the  labours  of  the  Catholics  who  preceded, 
and  who  accompanied  them  in  their  career,  will  not  be 
forgotten.  The  education  of  a  Protestant  Cliergyman 
ought  hideed  to  lead  him  to  the  study  of  the  Greek 
text  of  the  New  Testament.  He  may  be  ignorant  of 
ecclesiastical  history  and  theological  learning;  the 
only  qualification,  or  at  least  a  qualification  which 
covers  every  other  defect,  is  a  suflScient  knowledge  of 
the  Greek  Testament.*  Yet,  with  all  this  application 
to  that  language,  I  have  not  yet  observed  that  a  single 
error  has  been  corrected  in  the  English  translation 
adopted  by  the  Protestant  Church,  or  that  a  Greek 
text  has  been  yet  produced  superior  in  accuracy  to  the 
Latin  vulgate.f 

*  *^  The  general  neglect  in  these  seminaries  (the  aniversities)  of  al- 
<*  most  every  stady  that  has  any  connection  with  revealed  religion,  in 
*^  particular  of  what  is  distinguished  by  the  appellation  of  dwinity,  im- 
*^  mediately  recurs  to  our  notice.  Hence  we  cannot  be  surprized  at 
"  the  too  general  iosufficieucy  of  candidates  for  orders ;  that  they  are 
**  often  very  ignorant  of  the  scriptures,  and  I  may  add^  even  (rf  thfe  duties 
"  of  piety  and  morality ;  that  they  are  also  unacquainted  with  the 
*^  peculiar  concerns  of  a  parochial  minister ;  and  what  is  still  worse, 
*'  that  they  are  not  disposed  to  feel  an  interest  and  pleasure  m  the  dis- 
^'  charge  of  the  duties  of  that  station,  for  which  they  are  destined. 
**  The  small  share  of  religious  knowledge,  that  is  commonly  possessed 
<'  by  these,  who  offer  themselves  as  candidates  for  orders,  from  the  uni- 
**  versities,  being  no  more  than  what  may  be  easily  acquired  in  any 
<<  other  situation  of  life,  the  church  has  hence  become  open  to  men  of 
<<  every  rank  and  description.  It  has  only  been  requisite  for  an  unsuc- 
**  cessful  tradesman  or  officer  to  revise  the  little  Latin  and  Greek  he  had 
'*  acquired  in  his  earlier  years  at  the  couutiy  school,  and  apply  himself 

a  few  weeks  to  the  study  of  divinity,  that  is  to  say,  as  much  as  is 

comprised  in  Welchman's  ESxplanation  of  the  Articles,  and  he  was 
*^  then  in  possession -of  every  requisite  qualification  for  orders,  and  as 

**  well  prepared  as  many  that  went  from  the  universities/' Ingram 

on  the  Necessi^  of  Divinity  in  Academical  Studies,  p.  19,  35,  anno 
1792. — Indeed,  as  Mr.  Burke  observes,  to  enable  a  Protestant  minister 
to  exercise  his  functions,  ''little  else  is  necessary  than  to  be  able  to 
read  the  English  language." 

t  **  Some  Roman  Cauolic  and  even  Protestant  writers  of  eminence," 
observes  the  learned  author  of  the  Horse  Biblicae,  "  have  contended, 
*^  that  considering  the  present  state  of  the  Greek  text,  the  vuigate  ex- 
'<  presses  more  of  the  true  reading  of  the  originals  or  autographs  of  the 


ft 


31 

"  The  doctrines  and  usages  of  the  Romish  Church," 
infers  the  Bishop,  "  are  obstructive  to  the  diffusion  of 
"  scripture  knowledge,  and  therefore  to  the  progress 
of  the  gospel."*  I  blush,  when  I  reflect,  that  this 
assertion  is  made  by  a  man,  who  cannot  be  ignorant 
that  every  pagan  nation,  which  has  yet  been  converted 
to  the  christian  faith^  has  been  converted  by  CathoUc 
missionaries. 

In  controversy,  as  well  as  natural  philosophy,  it  is 
often  more  advisable  to  attend  to  facts  than  to  specu^ 
lation.  If  the  doctrines  of  the  Romish  Church  be,  as 
the  Bishop  af&rms,  obstructive  to  the  diffusion  of  Chris- 
tian knowledge,  it  ought  to  follow,  that  her  disciples 
must  be  more  destitute  of  religious  principles  than  the 
members  of  those  churches,  that,  by  quitting  her  com- 
munion, have  emancipated  themselves  from  these  ob^ 
structions.  But  is  he  prepared  to  hazard  such  an 
assertion  ?  I  appeal  with  confidence  to  any  person  of 
ordinary  information,  whether  the  Catholics  of  this 
kingdom  are  not,  on  the  subject  of  religion,  as  well 
instructed  as  their  Protestant  brethren.  I  appeal  to 
those,  who  have  travelled  on  the  continent,  and  wit- 
nessed the  attention,  with  which  the  Catholic  clergy 
are  accustomed  to  attend  to  the  improvement  of  the 
children  in  their  respective  parishes,  whether  the  lower 
classes  in  Catholic  countries,  do  not  possess  a  greater 
fund  of  religious  knowledge,  than  the  lower  classes  in 
England.  "  I  have  myself,''  says  a  modem  writer,  "  had 
some  c^portunities  of  ascertaining  the  comparative 
knowledge,  which  the  vulgar  French  and  the  lower 
classes  of  my  own  countrymen  possess  of  their 
respective  rehgions.  I  say  it,  without  partiality, 
after  making  l^e  compa9rison>  I  do  seriously  believe, 
that,  speaking  in  general,  the  religious  knowledge 
"  of  the  poorer  French,  was  erudition,  compared 
"  witii  the  slender  notions  of  the  poorer  English.  If 
Iftiis  assertion  should,  to  any  one,  appear  the  dictate 
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"  9BCred  penman,  than  any  Greek  e^kion  that  has  yet  appeared,  or 
'^  ttin  now  be  fiamed."^— Hoic  Biblics,  p.  196,  Oxford  edition. 
*  Ohtfqse,  j^.  18. 
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**»of  prejudice,  I  will  present  a  single  cause,  which 
^*  alone,  may  seem  to  account  for  the  striking  differ* 
'*  ence : — it  is  the  method,  by  which  the  minds  of  the 
"  French  were  trained  to  the  science,  and  practice  of 
**  religion. — No  sooner  had  a  child,  in  France,  been 
**  taught  to  lisp  the  language  of  reason,  than  its  pa- 
^'  rents,  (who  it  is  already  supposed  had  taught  it  the 
"  usual  prayers  for  children,)  were  compelled  to  usher 
'*  it  into  the  parish  church,  to  learn  and  repeat  its  ca- 
**  techism.  These  repetitions  were  exacted  every 
*'  Sunday  of  the  year;  with  the  exception,  sometimes, 
**  of  the  season  for  the  harvest.  During  some  parts  of 
*'  the  year,  in  Advent  and  Lent,  they  were  exacted 
**  more  frequently.  A  catechism  in  France,  was  not, 
**  like  our  common  Protestant  catechism  in  this  coun- 
**  try,  the  immense  length  of  half  a  dozen  questions, 
**  with  the  same  formidable  number  of  answers:  it  was 
^'  a  book  adequate  from  its  size,  to  contain,  and  by  its 
**  clearness,  convey  a  very  comprehensive  and  accurate 
•  *  knowledge  of  religion.  This  was  learnt  verbatim,  by 
*^  heart.  The  Cur6,  or  his  Vicaire,  explained :  and 
^'  as  the  French  possess  an  ease  and  nappiness  of 
"  expression,  which  we,  in  general,  do  not,  they 
•*  explained  it  clearly,  naturally,  and  pleasingly.  The 
*'  series  of  these  instructions  was  continued  during  the 
*'  space  of  several  years ;  always,  till  the  period  when 
"  the  child  was  deemed  sufficiently  informed,  to  be 
'*  admitted  to  the  participation  of  the  holy  Eucharist. 
*'  the  degree  of  knowledge,  which  was  required  for 
"  this  purpose,  was  not  inconsiderable.  It  was  re- 
'*  quired,  that  the  person  to  be  admitted,  should  not 
"  only  understand  the  importance  and  obligation  of 
"  this  sacred  action,  and  the  nature  of  the  sacred  rite, 
'*  but  should,  also,  be  able  to  conceive,  and  give  a 
*'  tolerable  account  of  all  the  great  mysteries  and  pre- 
*'  cepts  of  religion. — I  might  have  added  to  this  me- 
"  thod,  by  which  the  children,  in  France,  attained  the 
'*  knowledge  of  religion,  the  attention  of  parents,  the 
'*  assiduity  of  their  schools,  the  frequency  of  other 
"  private  and  public  instructions.  I  might  add  also, 
*'  that  the  knowledge,  which  was  thus  acquired  in 
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''  youth,  was  afterwards  maintaiDed  and  increased  by 
-^  the  weekly  admonitions  of  their  pastors;  by  sermoos 
and  discourses ;  by  the  use  of  the  sacraments,  and 
by  the  circulation  and  gratuitous  distribution  of 
**  pious  books.  There  were  circumstances  in  the  re.- 
"  ligious  education  of  the  French,  which  rendered  it 
'*  difficult  for  them  to  be  ignorant,  with  ease.  TEyen 
•'  the  poorest,  that  were  ignorant,  were  ignorant  ami^ 
'*  the  fairest  opportunities,  and  in  spite  of  the  strongest 
'^  inducements  to  knowledge."* 

Before  the  Bishop  of  Durham  repeat  this  reproach 
against  the  Church  of  Rome,  I  would  advise  nim  to 
enquire  how  far  the  knowledge  of  religion  has  flourish- 
ed here,  under  the  fostering  care  of  the  established 
clergy.  The  attention  of  the  nation  has  been  lately 
turned  to  the  subject,  by  Mr.  Whi thread's  plan  for  the 
instruction  of  the  poor :  and  the  result  has  been  a  ge» 
neral  conviction,  that  the  ignorance,  superstition,  and 
immorality  of  the  lower  orders,  are  an  evil  of  the  most 
alarming  magnitude.  If  the  Bishop  of  Durham  alone 
be  ignorant  of  this  truth,  let  him  ask  his  venerable  bro- 
ther the  Bishop  of  London,  who  will  inform  him  that 
in  several  parts  of  his  diocese,  there  are  **  many  hun- 
''  dreds  of  ignorant,  wretched  young  creatures,  of  both 
*'  sexes,  totally  destitute  of  all  education,  totally  un- 
**  acquainted  with  the  very  first  elements  of  religion, 
*'  and  who  perhaps  never  once  entered  within  the  walls 
"  of  a  church."f  Let  him  ask  that  intelligent  magis- 
trate, Mr.  Colquhoun,  and  he  will  inform  him,  that  in 
the  population  of  England  alone,  **  1,170,000  children, 
'*  it  is  much  to  be  feared,  grow  up  to  an  adult  state, 
*'  without  any  education  at  all,  and  also  without  any 
"  useful  impressions  of  religion  or  morality.  To  these 
"  are  to  be  added,  many  of  those  who  have  had 
'*  the  advantage  of  some  education,  but  in  ill  re- 
"  gulated  schools,  in  which  proper  attention  is  not 
"  given  to  religious  and  jttioral  instruction.  So  that  in 
•'  9ie  present  state  of  things  it  is  not  too  much  to  say, 

«  »See  the  Spirit  of  Religious  Controversy,  p.  159. 
t  Bishop  of  London's  Charge,  1790,  p.  11. 
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^*  that  every  thirty  years  (the  period  assigned  for  a 
'**  new  generation)  at  least  four  millions  and  a  half  of 
/*'  adults  must,  in  case  a  remedy  is  not  applied,  mingle 
**'  in  the  general  population  of  the  kingdom,  without 
"  any  fixed  principles  of  rectitude,  and  with  very  little 
'"  knowledge  either  of  religion  or  morality."*  Such 
"are  the  blessed  effects  of  the  meritorious  labour  of  the 
Church  of  England,  in  editing  and  illustrating  the 
Greek  text  of  the  New  Testament.  Had  the  English 
clergy,  like  those  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  whose  zeal 
the  Bishop  thinks  highly  worthy  of  imitation,  made 
the  diffusion  of  religious  knowledge  the  great  object  of 
their  labours  and  solicitude,  we  should  not  now  have 
to  view  with  fear  and  astonishment,  the  ignorance  and 
immorality  with  which  we  are  surrounded. 

From  the  establishment  of  Catholic  seminaries  in 
,this  kingdom,  the  zealous  Prelate  next  draws  an  argu- 
ment to  enforce  on  his  clergy  the  necessity  of  preach- 
ing against  popish  doctrines.f  I  hope  he  does  not 
envy  us  this  small  indulgence.  While  a  code  of  san- 
guinary and  vindictive  laws  rendered  us  aliens  in  our 
own  country,  we  were  compelled  to  seek  an  education 
in  more  hospitable  climes.  The  toleration  which  has 
been  granted  us  by  a  gracious  Sovereign  and  an  en- 
lightened ministry,  has  encouraged  us  to  open  schools 
in  England.  The  country  will  not  lose  by  it.  A  do- 
mestic education  will  strengthen  our  attachment  to 
our  native  land,  and  will  retain  at  home  the  sums  which 
formerly  were  of  necessity  expended  abroad.  The 
present  ruler  of  France  has  made  us  the  most  tempting 
offers  to  resume  our  former  plan  of  education  in  that 
country.  His  offers  have  been  refused  by  our  Pre- 
lates. The  Bishop  of  Durham  will,  I  trust,  applaud 
their  patriotism,  and  wish  success  to  their  endeavoiirs. 

In  the  conclusion  of  his  Charge,  the  eloquent  Pre- 
late pathetically  informs  his  hearers,  that  he  then  ad- 
'  dressed  them,  in  all  probability  for  the  last  time.     I 

*  Colquhoun's  Now  and  Appropriate  System  of  Education,  p.  72, 
73.     I  have  adapted  his  calculations  to  England  alone, 
t  Charge,  p.  19. 


35 

may  how  everventure  to  hope,  that  Providence  will  add 
several  more  lustra  to  his  years  ;  and  that  time  and  re- 
flection, will  teach  him  to  adopt  a  less  positive  and  inju- 
rious tone ;  to  doubt  the  honesty  of  charging  others 
with  doctrines  which  they  disavow :  and  to  think  it  the 
duty  of  a  Christian  Prelate,  rather  to  inculcate  the 
virtues  of  charity  and  forbearance,  than  to  seek  the 
gratification  of  bigotry,  by  the  revival  of  acrimonious 
controversy. 


D  2 


ADVERTISEMENT  TO  THE  READER. 


The  author  of  the  Remarks  on  the  Charge  of  the 
Bishop  of  Durham  had  prefixed  to  his  pamphlet  a 
motto  from  La  Harpe.  The  gentleman  who  undertook 
to  reply,  whether  a  Jewish  rabbi,  as  his  name  would 
indicate,  or  a  clergyman,  as  I  should  guess  from  his 
zeal,  after  endeavouring  to  shew  his  knowledge  of  the 
French  language  by  giving  a  false  translation  of  the 
motto,  informs  us  in  an  advertisement  that  he  does  not 
know  who  Mr.  La  Harpe  is.  This  probably  may  be 
true  ;  though  I  should  wish  to  learn  in  what  part  of 
the  literary  world  our  learned  controvertist  has  been 
slumbering  during  these  last  twenty  years.  To  relieve 
his  anxiety,  then.  La  Harpe  was  a .  French  academi- 
cian, celebrated  for  his  lectures  at  the  Lyceum,  and 
distinguished  by  the  title  of  the  French  Quintillian. 
An  abstract  of  his  life  may  be  read  in  the  Oxford 
Review,  for  February,  Thus  far  to  satisfy  the  en- 
quiries of  the  gentleman  styling  himself  Elijah  Index, 
and  dwelling  in  Protestant-Row,  South- Shields.  To 
the  reader  I  have  only  one  word  to  premise.  Should 
many  passages  in  the  following  sheets  be  deemed  too 
light  for  so  grave  a  subject,  or  too  severe  for  so  feeble 
an  adversary,  I  trust  a  sufficient  apology  may  be  found 
in  the  multifarious  merits  of  the  pamphlet,  which  I 
have  attempted  to  review,  under  its  different  preten- 
sions, as  a  vehicle  of  humour,  of  controversy,  and  of 
abuse. 


A  REVIEW 


or  A 


PAMPHLET 


BMTITLBD 


*'A  PROTESTANTS  REPLY. 


**  For  fiuth  bath  suoh  a  fiice,  and  fuck  «  nrieq, 
<'  Ac  to  be  lQ?6d,  needs  oidy  to  be  seen.'* 

IHlYOBK.'' 
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time  of  its  appearance  with  the  nature  of  its  object,  it 
seemed  designed  to  prepare  the  way  for  the  warwhoop 
of  no  popery,  which  many  reverend  gentlemen  have 
of  late  so  creditably  but  unsuccessfully  attempted  to 
excite.*  I  am  far,  however,  from  attributing  such 
worldly  motives  to  the  right  reverend  Prelate.  At  his 
years,  (*'  they  have  exceeded  the  ordinary  age  of 
**  man,'')  he  is  too  old  to  defile  himself  with  the  dirt  of 
political  intrigue,  or  ^*  to  wish  the  revival  of  persecu- 
"  tion  and  impassioned  controversy."!  His  object,  I 
have  no  doubt,  was  to  defend  what  he  conceived  to  be 
the  truth,  and  to  guard  his  flock  against  seduction  to 
what  he  conceived  to  be  error. 

In  the  prosecution,  however,  of  this  object,  the 
venerable  Prelate  thought  proper  to  direct  a  very  im- 
passioned attack  against  the  doctrines  of  the  Catholic 
Church.  He  described  its  members  as  the  parents  of 
Udfiaelity,  as  idolaters,  as  mutilators  of  the  sacra- 
^lent^  falsifiers  of  the  Scriptures,  enemies  to  the  pas- 
sifOjQ.of  Christ,  patrons  of  religious  ignorance,  and  ad- 
y;i^4^3s  tp  the  diffusion  of  scriptural  knowledge.  It 
g|U5  iipt,  I  think,  in  the  nature  of  things,  that  the 
jJP|i3App,  should  expect  such  a  charge  to  remain  unan- 
swered. Be  that  as  it  may,  a  Catholic  writer  ventured 
te^  m^^et  his  lordship  in  the  field  of  controversy ;  and 
^ili^ssiie  of  the  conflict  was,  at  least  in  the  opinion  of 
no^any  Protestants,  that  the  Bishop  was  fairly  unhorsed 
py  .ms  adversary :  when  lo !  a  second  champion  started 
fljj^Mr.  Elijah  Index,  and  with  officious  celerity  in- 
tojppaed  *  hisL  nxantle  between  the  fallen  Prelat  e  and 
tfUft  strokes  of  his  .  opponent.  Now,  whether  this 
4oiighty  warrior,  this  new  Elijah,  be  descended  from 
the  prophet  of  old,  I  am  not  genealogist  enough  to  de- 
termine:  but  of  this  I  am  certain,  that  from  the  ac- 
pjaracy  pf  his  statements,  and  the  cogency  of  his  rea- 

>  ■■' 

r^^  He  foresaw,  probably,,  the  temper  of  the  times,  aad  what  events 

were  likety  to  ensue.     Protestaut's  Reply,  p.  4. 

' -'4  Sermon  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham  before  the  House  of  Lords,  17d^ 
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lining,  he  must  be  twin-brother  to  a  "  liege  subject/' 
whose  loyalty  prompted  him  not  long  ago»  to  disprove 
the  loyalty  of  others,  by  imposing  on  the  public  the. 
work  of  a  Protestant  controvertist  for  a  Catholiq  cate- 
chism ! 

^  Ovo  prognatas  eodem :" 

(or,  that  I  may  not  speak  in  an  unknown  tongue) 

*^  A  chicken  hatched  from  the  same  egg." 

That  the  author  of  the  Remarks  on  the  Charge  of 
the  Bishop  of  Durham  will  condescend  to  notice  so 
puny  an  adversary  as  our  Elijah  is,  I  think,  hardly  to 
be  expected.  Yet,  as  many  are  accustomed  to  mis- 
take assertion  for  fact,  and  invective  for  argument,  it 
may  not,  perhaps,  be  improper  to  point  out  the  weak- 
ness of  the  reasoning  which  he  nas  adopted  in  his 
pamphlet.  He  has  volunteered  as  second  to  the  BU 
shop  of  Durham  in  this  controversial  duel :  why  may 
not  I  step  forward  as  second  to  the  author  of  the  Re- 
marks ?  Certainly  it  cannot  be  presumption  in  me  to 
think  my  services  of  equal  value  at  least  with  those  of 
Elijah  Index. 

Elijah  begins  by  informing  us,  that  he  considers  his 
own  church  "  as  the  best  constructed  and  the  most 
beautiful  fabric  upon  earth.**  For  this  I  am  willing  to 
jive  him  credit.  Every  sectarist  naturally  loves  and 
admires  his  own  creed,  because  it  is  the  child  of  his 
own  judgment.  I  also  esteem  the  Church  of  England, 
not  indeed  as  the  best  constructed  and  most  beautiful 
fabric  upon  earth,  but  as  receding  the  least  of  aH  the 
reformed  churches  from  the  beauty  and  construction 
of  the  Church  of  Rome,  It  is,  to  use  the  words  of 
Dryden — 

^^  The  less  deformed,  because  reformed  the  least." 

The  reformation  has,  indeed,  proved  a  prolific  pa- 
rent. .  She  has  produced  Lutherans,  Calvinists,  Ar- 
minians.  Anabaptists,  Quakers,  Methodists,  Sweden- 
borgians.  Jumpers,  and  a  thousand  other  sects,  which 
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il  would  be  a  difficult  task  to  enumerate.*  But  were 
I  a  Protestant,  I  think  I  should  most  admire  the  creed 
of  Socinus.  The  Socinians  are  of  all  Protestants  the 
most  consistent.  They  adopt  without  hesitation  the 
principles  which  gave  birth  to  the  reformation;  nor 
refuse  to  admit  the  consequences  that  naturally  flow 
from  them.  Their  arguments  against  the  faith  of  the 
established  church,  are  but  transcripts  of  those  which 
the  fathers  of  the  reformation  urged  against  the 
Church  of  Rome.  The  Catholic  cannot  without  a 
smile  behold  the  orthodox  divine  sweating  and  writh- 
ing under  the  diflSculty  of  proving"  and  disproving  the 
validity  of  the  same  argument ;  of  proving  it,  when 
it  is  urged  by  himself  against  the  papist,  and  of  dis- 
proving it,  when  it  is  urged  against  him  by  the  Soci- 
nian.  But  what  part  of  the  Protestant  church  may 
be  the  most  truly  Protestant,  is  foreign  to  the  present 
enquiry.  Leaving  Elijah,  therefore,  to  gaze  at  the 
beauty  of  his  own  church,  we  will  return  to  bis  pam- 
phlet. 

His  great  object  in  the  preliminary  observations  is 
to  shew,  that  the  first  provocation  was  given,  not  by 
the  Bishop  of  Durham,  but  by  the  author  of  the  Re- 
marks. To  most  of  my  readers  this  assertion  will  ap- 
pear extraordinary ;  and  they  will  naturally  conceive 
that  our  Israelite  entertains  far  different  notions  of 

*  Elijah  is  fond  of  poetry.     Let  him,  then,  take  the  poet*s  accoant 
of  the  first  reformers  and  their  offspring : — 

'*  Church  quacks,  with  passions  under  no  command, 
«  Who  fill  the  world  with  doctrines  contraband, 
"  Discoverers  of  they  know  not  what,  confined 
*'  Within  no  bounds — ^the  blind  that  lead  the  blind ; 
*'  To  streams  of  popular  opinion  drawn, 
**  Deposit  in  thoso  shallows  all  their  spawn ; 
*'  The  wriggling  fry  soon  fill  the  creeks  around, 
**  Poisoning  the  waters  where  their  swarms  abound, 
i  **  Scom'd  by  the  nobler  tenants  of  the  fiood, 

^*  Idinnows  and  gudgeons  goige  the  unwholesome  food. 

'*  The  propagated  myriads  spread  so  fast, 

''  Even  Lewenhoeck  himself  would  stand  aghast, 

*'  Employed  to  calculate  the  enormous  sum, 

'*  And  own  his  crab-computmg  powers  o'ercome." 
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provocation  from  the  generality  of  mankind.  The 
Bishop  had  painted  the  tenets  of  the  Catholic  church 
in  the  most  odious  colours ;  he  had  held  up  its  mem- 
bers to  the  detestation  and  contempt  of  every  sincere 
christian ;  *'  and  yet,"  says  Elijah,  *'  here  was  no 
**  challenge  offered,  no  provocation  given,  no  attack 
"  made."*  This  is  really  very  pleasant.  In  the  opi- 
nion  of  our  new  doctor,  if  you  insult  your  neighbour, 
and  he  repel  the  insult,  it  is  not  you,  but  he  who  is 
the  aggressor.  Such  a  doctrine  might  suit  the  creed 
of  tyrants  and  persecutors— it  will  be  reprobated  by 
Englishmen  and  Christians.  Law,  reason,  and  reli- 
gion, give  to  the  accused  the  privilege  of  defence. 
Had  the  Bishop  of  Durham  been  content  to  assert 
that  the  doctrines  professed  by  Catholics  are  false,  no 
man  could  have  complained  of  an  attempt  on  our  part 
to  prove  them  true;  but  to  condemn  us  to  silence, 
when  opinions  are  imputed  to  us  which  we  abhor — 
when  we  are  represented  as  enemies  to  all  that  Chris- 
tiaqs  venerate  as  sacred,  is  an  insult  to  humanity  and 
common  sense. 

"  But,"  resumes  Elijah,  "  the  Bishop  did  no  more 
'*  than  his  duty ;  he  preached  the  doctrines  of  his 
"  church."  Be  it  so.  I  do  believe  that  the  doctrines 
of  the  established  church  are  in  general  mere  negative 
things.  They  are  only  denials  of  opinions  imputed, 
whether  justly  or  unjustly,  to  the  Church  of  Rome. 
If  its  admirers  can  only  persuade  themselves  that  the 
Pope  is  antichrist,  and  Rome  the  whore  of  Babylon, 
they  appear  in  their  own  eyes  profound  theologians* 
I  know  also  that  many  clergymen,  when  they  have 
declaimed  against  what  they  are  pleased  to  term 
Popery,  think  they  have  satisfied  all  their  obligations. 
To  explain  and  enforce  the  mild  and  amiable  virtues 
of  the  gospel,  is,  in  their  opinion,  a  work  of  far  less 
merit  than  to  display  their  enmity  to  the  Catholic 
doctrines,  and  to  instil  their  own  prejudices  into  the 
minds  of  the  audience.  But  even  supposing  that  the 
Bishop,  in  preaching  against  our  principles,  did  his 

*   Hoply,  p.  6. 
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duty,  I  hope  Elijah  will  allow,  that  the  remarket  did 
also  his  duty  in  defending  them. 

**  Hanc  veniam  petimusque  damusque  vicissim.*' 

Whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of  the  second  on  this 
point,  I  am  convinced  that  his  principal  is  too  liberal 
to  require  that  we  shouid  sit  down  contented  under 
the  lash  of  misrepresentation,  and  by  our  silence  sub- 
scribe to  the  inferences  that  our  enemies  may  draw 
against  us. 

The.  Bishop,  in  his  Charge,  had  accused  the  Ca- 
tholics of  idolatry,  and  had  rested  this  accusation  on 
the  assertion,  that  the  abuse  is  inseparable  from  the 
use  of  religious  images,  and  that  idolatry  is  the  inevi- 
table consequence.  The  remarker,  in  his  reply,  had 
maintained  that  the  imputation  of  idolatry  was  ground- 
less ;  that  the  worship  of  images  was  forbidden  by  the 
Catholic  Church,  and  that  the  Bishop  might  convince 
himself  of  the  soundness  of  our  doctrine  on  this  sub- 
ject, if  he  would  only  consult  our  catechism,  or  inter- 
*  rogate  the  first  Catholic  child  of  ten  year&  of  age, 
that  he  might  chance  to  meet  in  the  street.*  In  this 
state  of  the  controversy,  Elijah  comes  forward  with 
an  air  of  importance,  and  informs  us-  —of  what  ?  That 
the   catechism  does  teach  the  worship  of  images? 

*  The  Bishop  of  Durham  bad  employed  in  this  part  of  his  Charge 
a  very  illiberal  kind  of  argument  against  the  intellectual  powers  of  the 
Catholics ;  and  the  remarker  had,  in  the  character  of  a  deist,  retorted 
a  similar  objection  against  the  Bishop.  To  escape  from  the  pressure 
of  this  mode  of  reasoning,  Elijah  has  recourse  to  a  most  raisorable 
qaibblc.  That  he  may  not,  however,  wander  from  the  real  subject,  I 
will  not  attempt  to  shew  the  inutility  of  the  artifice;  but  supposing 
the  Bishop  to  be  a  disciple  of  the  Athanasian  creed,  will  beg  leave  to 
substitute  in  the  Remarks  the  word  person  instead  of  the  word  man. 
The  passage  will  run  thus :  "  Should  a  deist  observe,  tnat  the  same 
**  superstition  (he  thinks  it  so)  which  could  induce  the  Bishop  of  Dur- 
"  ham  to  believe.that  a  person  clothed  in  the  same  flesh,  and  subject  to 
**  the  same  infirmities  as  ourselves,  was  the  very  God  who  framed  tlia 
*'  heavens  and  the  earth,  might  with  equal  facility  persuade  him  to 
*'  worship  the  creature  image  for  the  Creator,  I  could  wish  to  learn 
"  what  would  be  his  reply."  Whatever  tliat  reply  may  be,  if  it  be  of 
any  weight,  it  will  prove  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  Bishop  s  argument 
against  the  Catholics. 


45 

That  he  has  interrogated  some  Catholic  child ^  and 
discovered  him  to  be  an  idolater  ?      No :    but  that 
sometimes  in  Catholic  countries  images  are  carried  in 
public  processions.     Reader,  take  his  words — "  The 
sole  end  of  producing  these  images  in  their  gaudy 
trappings  is,  not  to  move  God,  but — must  I  speak 
out?"     Yes,    good   Elijah,    pray  do  speak — '*  to 
'*  move  the  populace — to  persuade  the  multitude — of 
**  what  ?  either  that  there  is  a  power  in  the  image  it- 
"  self,  which  can  draw  down  blessings  upon  them ; 
or,  that  their  mediator,  represented  by  his  or  her 
image,    can  prevail  upon  God  in  their  behalf.*** 
How  contracted  must  be  the  ingenuity  of  our  Jewish 
theologian,  if  he  can  discover  no  other  motive  than 
these  two !     How  blunt  his  logical  acumen>  if  he  con- 
ceive that  there  is  no  medium  between  them !     Let 
Elijah  mount  his  blazing  chariot,  and  witness  one  of 
these  processions ;  and  he  will  ptobably  discover  that 
it  is  composed  of  the  incorporated  companies  of  the 
town,   and  of  the  clergy  attached  to  the  diflFerent 
churches.     Before  the  former,  he  will  see  borne  the 
emblems  of  their  respective  trades ;  before  the  latter, 
the   pictures  or  the  images  of  the  saints  in  whose 
names  their  churches  are  dedicated ;  and  he  will  learn 
that  as  much  divine  worship  is  given  to  the  one  as  to 
the  other.     If  after  this  he  be  still  convinced  that  to 
carry  images  in  procession  is  idolatry,  let  him  con- 
demn Joshua  of  idolatry,  for  having  caused  the  ark 
to  be  carried  in  procession  across  the  Jordan,  and 
David  for  having  danced  before  it  in  procession  at  its 
entrance  into  Zion ;  let  him  proclaim  the  Mayor  of 
Newcastle  an  idolater,  whenever  the  mace  is  borne 
before  him;    the  free-masons  idolaters,   when  they 
carry  their  mystic  emblems  in  public ;  the  king,  lords, 
and  commons,  of  Great  Britain,  idolaters,  when  they 
decree,  in  honour  of  the  illustrious  dead,  the  pomp  of 
a  national  funeral.     In  reality,  the  carrying  of  images 
in  procession  has  no  more  to  do  with  the  Catholic 
creed,  than  the  carrying  of  them  at  the  interment  of 

*   Roply,  p.  JU. 
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Lord  Nelson  had  to  do  with  the   thirty-nine  arti- 
cles.* 

But  the  Bishop,   not  satisfied  with  accusing  the 
Catholics  of  idolatry,  has  added  another  crime  of  still 
blacker  dye.     He  has  charged  us  with  having  sup- 
pressed the  second  commandment  in  our  books  of  re- 
ligious institution,  in  order  to  conceal  the  impiety  of 
the  practice  from  the  eyes  of  the  vulgar.     Fortunately 
the  absurdity  of  the  charge  carries  with  it  its  own  re- 
futation.    Does  the  Bishop  of  Durham  think — Does 
even  his  champion,  Elijah,  think,  that  Catholics  are 
so  infatuated  as  to  believe,  that  they  can  escape  the 
guilt  of  idolatry  by  the  suppression  of  the  command- 
ment  which  forbids  it?     But  what  proof  does  the 
Bishop  bring  to  substantiate  his  assertion  ?    Nothing 
more  than  his  own  word,  his  auro;  i^a.     In  reply,  the 
Remarker  denies  the  odious  calumny,  and  appeals  to 
the  justice  of  any  of  his  readers  who  will  take  the 
trouble  to  consult  a  Catholic   catechism.    Catholic 
prayer  book,  or  Catholic  bible.     Here  Elijah  rushes 
in  between  the  two  combatants,  and  bids  them  both 
to  be  silent.     Perhaps  he  has  discovered  that  the 
commandment  is  suppressed  in  the  Catholic  catechism, 
or  the  prayer  book,  or  the  bible.     No,  he  acknow- 
ledges that  it  is  retained ;  and  yet,  with  this  avowal 
still  warm  on  his  tongue,  he  has  the  effrontery  to  as- 
sert that  it  is  in  reality  suppressed.     What  then,  the 
reader  will  say,  are  to  retain  and  to  suppress  the  same 
thing?     In  Elijah's  logic  they  are.     "  i  ou  blend,"  he 
exclaims,  '*  the  first  and  second  commandment  toge- 
"  ther;  you  mix  two  distinct  subjects  together ;  you 

.  *  Conscious  of  the  emptiness  of  his  own  reasoning  on  the  subject, 
Elijah  has  appended  to  it,  as  a  make-weight,  a  passage  from  IStilliug- 
fleet.  That  Stillingfleet  was  an  adept  in  the  art  of  spinning  the  web 
of  sophistry,  is  well  known ;  but  in  the  present  instance,  his  usual  dis 
oemment  seems  to  have  forsaken  him ;  for  his  arguments,  if  they  prove 
any  thing,  prove  this,  that  God  himself  soon  violated  his  own  com- 
mandment, and  introduced  idolatry  among  his  chosen  people,  when  he 
ordered  Moses  to  nr.ake  two  cherubim  of  gold,  of  beaten  work,  in  the 
two  ends  of  the  mercy  scat,  the  one  on  the  one  end,  and  the  other  on 
the  other  end.— Exod.  xxv.  19. 
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^'  make  the  second  an  adjunct  to  the  first,  and  thus 
"  you  sophisticate  it  out  of  the  decalogue."*  Good 
Elijah,  instead  of  attempting  to  demonstrate  what 
you  know  to  be  impossible,  look  at  your  own  Hebrew 
bible,  and  you  will  find  that  the  Catholics  place  this 
commandment  exactly  where  Moses  placed  it,  and 
express  it  in  the  very  same  words  in  which  Moses  ex- 
pressed it.  If,  then,  the  guilt  of  the  suppression  be 
imputed  to  the  Catholics,  the  Jewish  legislator  must 
share  it  with  them.  As  to  the  Bishop,  I  can  excuse 
him  from  the  crime  of  calumny.  He  had  probably 
read  the  tale  in  some  old  controvertist,  and  was  cren 
dulous  enough  to  ^believe  it.  His  mistake  was  there- 
fore unintentional.  But  for  Elijah  I  know  not  what 
apology  to  frame ^  He  knew  the  calumny  had  no 
foundation  in  truth,  and  yet  he  assisted  with  all  his 
might  to  prop  it  up. 

But  hold,  cries  Elijah — **  talking  and  reasoning 
"  are  not  the  same  thing.  Go  to  an  old  friend  of 
"  mine.  Dr.  Hey,  and  he  will  tell  you  that  in  a  church 
"about  36  miles  S.E.  of  Paris,  are  the  ten  com- 
"  mandments  in  old  French,  round  the  chancel:  the 
"  second  is  entirely  left  out.  The  ninth  is— Give  not 
**  up  yourself  to  the  flesh,  and  marry  but  once.  The 
"  tenth — Desire  not  the  goods  of  others,  and  lie  not  at 
"  allJ''  This  is  undoubtedly  a  most  curious  discoveiy, 
and  I  congratulate  the  public,  and  in  particular  the 
biblical  student,  on  the  important  information  which 
they  may  derive  from  Dr.  Hey's  travels.  With  that 
gentleman  I  have  not  the  honour  to  be  personally  ac  • 
quainted ;  but  I  have  no  doubt  that  Elijah  has  drop- 
ped his  mantle  upon  him,  and  imparted  to  him  a  por- 
tion of  his  spirit."!" 

*  Reply,  p.  14. 

+  The  story  about  the  comraandments  in  the  church  S.  E.  of  Paris, 
reminds  me  of  the  two  travellers  (Elijah  Index  and  Elisha  Hey  per- 
haps) described  by  the  poet : 

"  Surprised  at  all  they  meet,  the  gosling  pair, 

**  With  awkward  gait,  stretched  neck,  and  silly  slare, 
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Before  I  proceed  to  the  next  charge  adduced 
by  the  Bishop,  I  must  notice  a  few  other  subjects 
which  Elijah  has  woven  into  the  former  discussion. 
He  wishes  to  know  whether  St.  Paul  reasoned  incon* 
clusively,  when  he  called  the  elements  bread  and 
wine,  after  the  consecration.  I  answer,  no.  St.  Paul 
believed  and  spoke  as  Catholics  still  believe  and  speak. 
Though  we  believe  Christ  to  be  truly  present  in  the 
eucharist,  yet  we  have  no  difficulty  of  calling  it  bread 
and  wine,  even  after  the  consecration.  Did  Elijah 
never  meet  in  scripture  with  texts  which  attribute  mo- 
tion to  the  sun,  and  stability  to  the  earth  ?  He  ought 
to  know  that  in  discoursing  on  siibjects  of  this  de- 
scription, men  generally  speak  of  things  as  they  ap- 
pear to  the  senses,  and  not  as  they  are  in  reality. 

The  Remarker  had  asked,  how  the  Bishop  of 
Durjjiam  could  reconcile  his  disbelief  of  the  real  pre- 
sence with  his  belief  that  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ 
are  received  verily  and  indeed  in  the  hordes  Supper. 
How  can  they  be  recBived  if  they  are  not  there  ?  Elijah 
answers — that  the  catechism  of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land is  wrong,  when  it  asserts  the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ  to  be  receive^  verily  and  indeed,  (in  this  case 
can  the  Bishop,  with  a  safe  conscience,  suffer  it  to  be 
taught  in  his  diocese  ?)  and  refers  us  to  her  28th  ar- 
ticle, in  which  she  says,  "  that  the  body  of  Christ  is 
**  received  and  eaten  in  the  supper,  only  after  an 
**  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner.  And  the  means 
*'  whereby  the  body  of  Christ  is  received  and  eaten, 
"  is  faith."  But  truly  the  meaning  of  this  doctrine  is 
not  so  clear  as  to  be  obvious  to  every  understanding. 
The  manner  in  which  the  eucharist  is  received,  is  evi- 
dently by  eating  and  drinking ;  but  whether  eating 
and  drinking  be  an  heavenly  and  spiritual,  or  an  earthly 
and  bodily  operation,  is  a  matter  of  little  consequence. 

**  Discover  huge  cathedrals  built  with  stone, 

"  And  steeples  towering  high,  much  like  our  own; 

*'  But  shew  peculiar  light  by  many  a  grin 

"  At  popish  practices  observed  within." 
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What  I  could  wish  to  learn  is,  whether  the  body  of 
Christ  received  in  the  eucharist  be  his  real  body  or 
not.  If  it  be,  it  must  be  there,  and  a  real  presence 
must  be  admitted.  If  it  be  not  his  real  body,  pray  do 
inform  me  what  kind  of  thing  that  is,  which  is  the 
body  of  Christ,  and  not  his  body,  and  which  may  be 
received  at  the  Lord's  Supper,  without  being  there  ? 

To  the  second  charge  of  the  Bishop,  respecting  the 
invocation  of  the  saints,  the  author  of  the  Remarks  had 
replied  by  a  clear  and  perspicuous  statement  of  the 
catholic  doctrine  on  that  subject.  Elijah  is  not  satis- 
fied with  it,  and  he  objects  that  God  is  a  jealous  God; 
i.  e.  he  will  not  suffer  his  honour  to  be  given  to  the 
creature.  This  is  undoubtedly  true,  and  I  congratu- 
late our  Israelite  that  he  has  for  once  at  least  stumbled 
on  the  truth.  But  it  is  evident,  that  to  invoke  the  in- 
tercession of  the  saints  is  to  give  them  the  honour  due 
to  god  ?  Is  it  the  same  thing  to  beg  a  fellow-creature 
to  pray  for  us,  and  to  beg  of  God  to  grant  us  his  bles- 
sings ?  The  very  act  of  desiring  the  prayers  of  the 
saints  proclaims  that  we  do  not  think  them  Gods,  but 
look  upon  them  as  only  the  servants  of  God.*  In  treat- 
ing this  subject,  the  Bishop  had  quoted  several  texts, 
of  scripture,  and  improved  the  greater  part  of  them  by 
the  addition  of  the  important  word  alone.  Elijah  is 
convinced  that  this  addition  was  introduced  by  his 
lordship,  not  as  cUedy  but  as  wferred  from  Scripture. 

^  On  ibis  subject  our  Cbristian  rabbi  calls  in  a  second  time  tbe 
friendly  assistance  of  Doctor  Stillingfleet.  From  bim  we  learn  tbat  it  is 
not  so  much  tbe  invocation  of  the  saints  tbat  gives  offence,  as  tbe  in- 
voking tbem  "  on  our  knees  witb  all  tbe  solemnity  used  to  God  bimself/^ 
Tbis  kneeling,  it  seems,  constitutes  tbe  deadly  sin.  Yet  I  am  surprised 
tbat  any  Protestant  sbould  bave  objections  to  it.  Does  not  tbe  ortbodox 
cburcbman,  wben  be  communicates,  kneel  before  tbe  bread  and  wine, 
**  mere  bodily  elements  of  eartbly  manufacture,"  as  tbe  Bishop  of  Dur- 
bam  calls  tbem,  Charge,  p.  1 1  ?  Is  kneeling,  then,  necessarily  an  act 
of  divine  worship  ?  Elijah  must  own  that  it  is  not.  But  to  return  to- 
the  catholic  :  by  bis  creed  bo  is  allowed  to  beg  the  prayers  of  the  saints 
«s  often  as  be  pleases,  and  in  whatever  posture  be  ple&ses,  by  sitting, 
Atahding,  or  kneeling,  provided  he  mean  not  by  thai  posture  to  pay  them 
ony  divine  honour. 

£ 
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It  may  be  so.  The  Bishop,  perhaps,  ia  the  delivery  of 
his  discourse,  was  careful,  by  a  particular  inflexion  of 
voice,  to  distinguish  the  passages  which  were  inferred, 
from  those  which  were  cited  from  Scripture.  But 
how  was  the  reader  to  learn  the  difference  ?  In  the 
printed  charge  there  is  no  mark  to  point  out  the  infer- 
ence ;  and  I  have  little  hesitation  in  saying,  that  many 
of  those  who  perused  it,  were  led  to  believe  that  the 
word  alone  formed  a  part  of  the  texts  which  were 
quoted. 

The  doctrine  of  the  catholic  church,  respecting  the 
nature  of  penance,  which  the  Bishop  had  described  as 
a  denial  of  the  efficacy  of  Christ's  passion,  and  that 
respecting  the  merit  of  good  works,  which  he  had 
declared  dishonourable  to  the  sacred  influence  id 
the  Holy  Ghost,  the  Remarker  explained,  not  as  they 
are  misrepresented  by  Protestants,  but  as  they  are 
taught  by  Catholics.  He  expressed  a  conviction  that 
this  explication  was  so  consonant  to  reason,  that  no 
one  who  considered  it  attentively,  would  dare  to 
gainsay  it.  In  this  he  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
disappointed.  On  the  subject  of  good  worka,  Elijah, 
by  his  silence,  testifies  his  assent :  on  that  of  penance 
Ihe  seems  to  differ  from  the  Remarker,  but  that  dif- 
ference is  rather  apparent  than  real.  Elijah  says,  that 
we  are  commanded  to  perform  works  of  penance,  *'  but 
*\  forbidden  to  set  a  value  on  these  ordinances  as  good 
•'  in  themselves,  since  they  are  means  only  of  pro- 
'^  moting  vital  godliness  in  us."  The  Remarker  says, 
that  they  are  not  to  be  considered  **  as  a  sufficient 
*'  compensation  for  sin,  but  one  of  the  conditions  on 
'*  which  Christ  is  willing  to  communicate  the  merits  of 
''  his  passion  to  the  soul  of  the  sinner."  The  words  are 
different ;  the  sense  is  nearly  the  same.* 

*  Our  Israelite  is  not  pleased  that  the  author  of  the  Remarks  should 
prefer  vw««r*afa;  to  utorowja^w  in  quoting  St.  Paul.  I  have  no  objectioi^ 
to  either.  The  Remarker,  I  imagine,  transcribed  the  word  from  the 
Greek  Testament  edited  by  Mr.  Reeves,  the  king's  printer  of  the  bible^ 
and  dedicated  by  him  to  bis  majesty.  Now,  knowing  the  king  to  h^ 
the  head  of  the  cstablbhed  church,  he  could  not  suspect  that  he  shpold 
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Elijah,  before  he  closes  the  subject  of  penance,  re- 
quests that  he  "  may  be  allowed  to  indulge  a  vein  of 
*'  ^irhat  is  very  natural  to  him,  and  what  Mr,  La  Harpe 
"  would  call  naiVet6  or  originality,  but  which  he  thinss 
"  is  more  like  ridicule,  and  flows  too  freely  from  him.'' 
This  is  really  naif,  though  Elijah  seems  not  to  know  it. 
I  am  happy  in  having  it  in  my  power  to  agree  with  him 
for  once.  I  think,  like  him,  that  the  ridicule  flows  too 
freely  from  him,  and  that  the  whole  of  the  passage  is 
sovereignly  ridiculous. 

The  Bishop  of  Durham  had  charged  the  Church  of 
Rome  with  violating  the  command  of  Christ,  by  de- 
nying the  use  of  the  cup  to  the  laity  in  the  Lord's 
supper.  Of  the  very  cogent  arguments,  by  which  the 
writer  of  the  Remarks  had  proved  that  no  command 
was  violated,  because  none  had  been  given,  Elijah  takes 
no  notice ;  probably  for  this  very  substantial  reason, 
that  he  found  himself  unable  to  refute  them.  He  has, 
however,  had  recourse  to  a  stratagem,  which  demon- 
strates that  he  is  no  enemy  to  pious  frauds,  if  they 
prove  serviceable  to  his  cause.  He  attributes  to  the 
Itemarker  an  inference  which  is  not  to  be  found  in  his 
pamphlet,  and  then  shews  it  to  be  inconclusive,  that  he 
may  impress  the  reader  with  an  idea  that  the  reasoning 
of  his  adversary  is  weak  and  contemptible.  From  the 
change  which  has  taken  place  in  the  manner  of  admi- 
nistering the  sacrament  of  baptism,  the  Remarker  did 
not  directly  "  infer  that  the  cup  may  be  denied  to  the 
"  laity ;"  but  from  that,  and  several  other  instances,  he 
justly  deduced  this  consequence — that  in  the  admi- 
nifibration  of  the  sacraments,  and  other  points  of  reli- 
gious discipline,  the  pastors  of  the  church  must  be 

be  leprimanded  by  an  orthodox  cleigyman  for  making  use  of  such  an 
«ditioii«  Elijah,  however,  is  at  liberty  to  prefer,  if  he  obuso,  the  autho- 
nty'  of  Ckmceilcs  to  that  of  Mr.  Reeves  ;  the  Remarker's  argument  » 
equaOy  powerful  with  either  reading.  He  also  reminds  us  in  a  note,  of 
iSbB^^Jtageliants^  or  flowing  orders  of  monks  and  nuns  in  the  Romish 
**  church.''  Perhaps  he  was  ignorant  that  the  flagellants,  or  fiogging 
ordflB,  were  not  membeis  of  the  Romish  church,  but  sects  of  fanatics, 
w]m  appeared'  m.  the  fourteenth,  fifteenth,  and  sixteenth  centuries,  and 
wwe  ahvmys  anathematized  by  the  Popes.  On  this  subject  he  may 
consult  Mosheim,  in  his  account  of  the  centoriee  before  mentioned. 

£   2 


&2 

acknowledged  the  legitimate  interpreters  of  the  inten* 
tion  of  their  divine  legislator.  He  shewed,  that  unless 
the  Bishop  of  Durham  admitted  this  principle,  he  could 
not  justify  the  custom  of  baptism  by  aspersion  or  affu- 
sion, nor  the  oaths  which  are  taken  in  his  courts,  nor 
the  eating  of  blood,  nor  the  omission  of  the  practice  of 
washing  the  feet  of  others.  So  much  for  the  fairness 
with  which  Elijah  answers  the  arguments  of  his  adver- 
sary.* 

It  is  probable,  that  when  our  zealous  Israelite  first 
imposed  on  himself  the  task  of  refuting  the  Remarks^ 
he  over- rated  his  own  abilities,  or  undervalued  those 
of  his  opponent.  With  vigour  he  rushed  to  the  attack, 
but  his  courage  soon  forsook  him ;  and  now,  before  he 
has  skirmished  with  one  half  of  the  enemy's  posts,  he 
is  preparing  for  a  precipitate  retreat.  Still,  like  the 
Parthian,  but  with  less  dexterity,  during  his  retreat  he 
shoots  a  few  random  arrows,  which  are  incapable  of 
injuring  his  adversary,  but  may  with  advantage  be 
retorted  on  himself.  The  Bishop  had  accused  the 
Church  of  Rome  of  resting  on  ritual  ordinances,  hostile 
•  to  the  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit ;  and  the  Remarker 
had  repelled  the  charge,  by  advancing  what  he  called 
a  fact,  that  the  moral  conduct  of  Catholics  was  not  in- 
ferior to  that  of  their  Protestant  brethren,  and  by  draw- 

*  In  a  note,  he  appeals  to  Bingliani,  and  with  the  appearance  of  much 
learning  triumphs  in  the  discovery  of  a  passage  from  a  letter  of  Pope 
Gelasiusy  by  which  he  thinks  communion  under  one  kind  is  forbidden. 
He  would  have  «hewn  more  ecclesiastical  knowledge,  if  he  had  first 
discussed  the  authenticity  of  the  decree,  since  it  is  doubted  by  the  best 
critics.  But  if  he  thought  the  authority  of  Gratian  sufficient  to  establish 
it,  he  should  also  have  admitted  the  remainder  of  Gratian's  text,  viz. 
that  it  related  (not  to  the  communion  of  the  laity,  but)  to  some  priests, 
who,  after  consecrating  both  the  bread  and  the  wine,  refused  through 
superstition,  to  receive  the  latter.  (De  Consec.  dis.  ii.  c.  12.)  "This  is 
still  reprobated  by  the  Church  of  Rome.  Pope  Leo  is  also  referred  to  : 
but  he  only  condemns  the  Manicheans,  who  refused  the  cup  through  the 
idea  that  wine  was  unclean.  Indeed  I  cannot  see  the  reason  of  all  this 
pother.  If  the  Catholic  opinion  respecting  the  real  presence  be  true, 
the  same  effect  follows  from  the  communion  under  one  kind  as  under 
both  :  if  the  Protestant  opinion  be  true,  all  that  is  refused  by  the  leftisal 
of  the  cup,  is  a  drop  of  mere  wine.  Certainly  the  death  of  the  Lord 
may  be  commemorated  as  easily  by  eating  only,  as  by  eating  and 
drinklnf. 
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ing  this  inference,  that  their  ritual  observances  were 
not  more  hostile  to  the  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
than  the  naked,  lifeless  worship  of  their  adversaries. 
The  silence  of  Elijah  will  justify  me  in  the  supposition 
that  he  assents  to  this  position :  but  he  is  angry  that 
curiosity  should  be  numbered  by  the  Remarker  among 
the  motives  which  may  induce  christians  to  frequent 
places  of  public  worship.  I  acknowledge  that  it  is 
not  the  most  perfect  of  all  motives  :  but  we  must  take 
mankind  as  they  are,  not  as  we  could  wish  them  to 
be ;  and,  like  skilful  workmen,  we  must  mould  the 
materials  which  we  possess  into  the  best  possible  form. 
A  man,  whom  curiosity  among  other  motives  excites, 
may,  from  his  attendance  at  the  public  service,  learn 
what  he  knew  not  before,  and  be  induced  to  serve  the 
Almighty  with  greater  fervour  than  he  had  before  ex- 
perienced. We  have  in  us  an  insatiate  thirst  after 
novelty,  which,  in  some  degree  must  be  satisfied  :  and 
I  have  no  hesitation  to  ascribe,  partially  at  least,  the 
solitude  of  the  Protestant  churches  to  the  constant 
monotony — the  eternal  sameness  of  the  service.  As 
to  the  sarcastic  expressions  of  scenic  worship  and  no- 
minal christians,  they  only  expose  the  ignorance  of 
their  author.  Let  him  attend  but  once  at  any  of  the 
Catholic  chapels  in  his  neighbourhood,  and  then  say 
whether  he  has  not  observed  in  them  as  much  atten- 
tion>  as  much  real  and  solid  devotion,  as  he  ever  wit- 
nessed in  any  other  place  of  religious  worship,  or  even 
in  his  own  church. 

On  the  subject  of  indulgencies,  the  Remarker  had 
aserted  some  curious  observations  on  the  sale  of  in- 
dulgencies in  the  established  church,  and  had  paid  a 
few  well-turned  compliments  to  the  zeal  which  the 
clergy  had  displayed  in  their  attempts  to  eradicate  the 
abuse.  To  these  three  pages  Elijah  makes  this  for- 
cible and  comprehensive  reply — **  You  then  cite  Arch- 
*•  bishop  Grindairs  instructions  to  his  clergy,  &c.  &c. 
"&c."    Alas! 

**  Vox  faucibus  haesit." 

The  custom  of  reading  the  mass  in  the  Latin  tongue, 
is  another  subject  which  has  been  debated  between 
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the  Bishop  and  the  Remarker.  EUjah  here^  instead  of 
answering  the  arguments  o£  the  latter,*  is  pleased  to 
misrepresent  them,  that  he  may  impress  his  reader 
with  an  idea  that  they  are  absurd.  The  Remarker  did 
not  infer  that,  because  the  universities  and  the  colleges 
of  Eton  and  Winchester  had  obtained  permission  to 
perform  divine  service  in  Latin,  it  ought  also  to  be  per- 
formed in  Latin  in  every  village  in  the  kingdom ;  but 
he  contended,,  and  that  too  with  some  appearance  of 
reason,  that  those,  who  had  by  act  of  parliament  com- 
pelled, under  the  severest  penalties,  the  native  Irish  to 
assist  at  the  service  in  English,  a  language  ta  them 
unintelligible,  should  blush  when  they  reproached  the 
Catholics  with  the  custom  of  celebrating  the  mass  in 
the  language  of  ancient  Rome.  Nor  was  this  inference 
his  own :  it  was  that  of  a  pillar  of  the  Protestant 
church — Dr.  Heylin. 

Biblical  learning  was  another  topic  which  the  Bishop 
had  introduced  into  his  charge ;  and  with  respect  to 
which,  he  endeavoured  to  countenance  a  belief,  that 
the  Catholics  were  wretchedly  ignorant..  He  would 
persuade  us,  that  whatever  has  hitherto  been  done  for 
the  elucidation  of  the  sacred  text,  has  been  doi\e  by 
Protestants.  In  reply,  the  Remarker  reminded  him, 
that  the  reformers  derived  their  knowledge  of  the  an- 
cient languages  from  the  Catholic  universities :  that 
the  three  first  palyglotts  which  have  appeared,  with 
the  first  editions  of  almost  all  the  oriental  versions, 

*  He  lias*  however,  inserted  a  note,  in  which  he  begs  tiiat  St.  Paul; 
whose  opinion,  he  says,  i»  diametricaGy  opposite  to  ours,  may  be  al- 
lowed tQ  decide  the  question.  The  catholic  will  che^AiUj  uihmik  li 
the  dieeigion.  at  SL  Paul,  bat  will  not  submit  that  Elijah  should  Wi  tka 
«q)9  iatespreter  oi  his  wosda.  Nowj^  i£  our  rahhi  wiU.  taka  iher  ttonhU  to 
p^ru^^  without,  projudice^  tba  chapter  to  which  he  xefers,  he  wiD,  I 
think,  acknowledge  that  St  Paul  does  not  so  mucb  as^  mtmtioiiL  Ae-iiM 
of  an  ancient  tongue  in  the  Hturgy,  but  difoctshk  aiiiBiadversioi»»»lblf 
against  some  o£  tbe  Godnthian^,  whe^  through  ORt^ttationi^  affisetid  lb 
{oriwch.  (0  their  breUujeOx  ^d  to  necita  tiomY  prayeis  in.  languages  a9ted|r 
unknown.  If  £lijah  reject  this  explanation,  I  hoye  for  the  &tura  w 
will  adopt  in  his  church  the  discipline  of  the  quakers,  and  **  let  the  pro* 
''  phets  speak  two  01:  three,t  and  Wt  the;  othea  jxkdge.  If  any  thing  be 
^'  revealed  to  another  that  sitteth  by,  let  the  first  hold  his  peace.  For 
'^  }»  nay  all  propbtey  one  by^one^  that  di  may  feanvow  alt^niiy  b« 
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were  given  by  Catholics  ;  and  that  the  study  of  theo- 
logy and  its  sister  sciences,  were  and  are  pursued  with 
fiaur  greater  application  in  the  Catholic,  than  the  Pro- 
testant universities.  To  all  this  Elijah  replies  not  one 
word.    He  deserts  his  Bishop  in  his  utmost  need. 

He  chuses,  however,  to  show  his  own  biblical  know- 
ledge, by  a  criticism  on  the  Latin  vulgate.  '*  In  Ge- 
"  nesis  iii.  v.  15.  the  vulgate  has  (ipsa)  she,"  i.  e.  *'  She 
**  shall  bruise  thy  head."  ^'  Now  this  is  a  gross  error : 
"  an  alteration  purposely  made  to  countenance  the 
"  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary."* 

From  this  passage  I  begin  to  think  it  probable  that 
our  Elijah  is  the  Jewish  prophet  himself;  at  least  he 
must  have  been  born  about  eighteen  hundred  years 
ago :  for  had  he  not  been  contemporary  with  the  trans- 
lator of  this  passage,  it  is  not  likely  that  he  could  have 
known  his  real  motive  for  preferring  the  feminine  to 
the  masculine  pronoun.  The  passage  is  taken,  not 
from  St.  Jerome's  version,  but  from  one  much  more 
ancient,  called  the  Vetus  Itala,  and  believed  to  have 
been  made  in  the  first  century  of  the  christian  era. 
If,  then,  the  translator  purposely  corrupted  the  pas- 
sage, in  order  to  '*  countenance  the  worship  of  the 
•*  Virgin  Mary,"  it  will  follow  that  the  worship  of  the 
Virgin  Mary  was  established  in  the  christian  church 
as  early  as  the  first  century.  But  this  is  all  folly — the 
fancy  of 

A  shallow  brain  behind  a  serious  mask. 
An  oracle  within  an  empty  cask. 

The  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary  never  was  admitted 
by  Catholics,  either  in  the  first  or  the  nineteenth  cen- 
tury. They  respect  her,  indeed,  as  the  mother  of  the 
Messiah,  but  they  do  not  worship  her ;  and  if  Elijah 
will  consult  the  English  version  of  the  vulgate,  he  will 
tnd  the  following  note,  which  proves,  that  if  the  wish 
of  the  translator  was  to  countenance  the  worship  of  the 
Virgil  Mary,  he  was  deficient  in  not  leaving  some  me* 
morial  of  it  to  his  successors,  as  they  appear  to  be 

*  Reply,  p.  23; 
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ignorant  of  his  intentions.  The  note  is—''  <S%e  ^all 
"  crush/'  ipsa,  the  woman :  so  divers  of  the  fathers 
read  this  place,  conformably  to  the  Latin ;  others  read 
it  ipsurn,  the  seed.  The  sense  is  the  same :  for  it  is 
by  her  seed,  Jesus  Christ,  that  the  woman  crushes  the 
serpent's  head.* 

The  last  attempt  of  Elijah  is  an  insinuation,  that  if 
the  Catholic  Church  has  been  the  herald  of  the  gospel 
to  infidel  nations,  her  zeal  has  always  been  inspired  by 
the  hope  of  temporal  reward.  This  feeble  sarcasm 
can  reflect  disgrace  only  on  its  author.  As  long  as  it 
remains  in  his  pamphlet,  he  will  have  no  other  means 
of  escaping  the  imputation  of  falsehood,  than  by  avow- 
ing his  ignorance  of  ecclesiastical  history.  He  appeals 
indeed,  to  the  authority  of  a  poet.  But  poets  are  too 
frequently  employed  in  the  manufacture  of  fable,  to 
adhere  to  the  sober  truth  of  history.| 


(t 


Pictoribus  atquc  poetis 


^'  Quidlibet  audendi  semper  fuit  aqua  potestas." 

Yet  even  Hudibras,  had  he  been  fairly  transcribed, 
confines  his  fiction  to  the  Spanish  territories  of  South 
America. 

Thus  have  I  arrived  at  the  termination  of  Elijah's 
pamphlet.  I  shall  conclude,  as  he  has  begun,  by  ob- 
serving, that  every  man  has  a  right  to  embrace  that 

*  Several  of  the  ancient  Latin  versions  appear  to  have  retained  tho 
feminine  pronoun.  By  St.  Augustine  the  passage  is  quoted  thus: 
'*  Ipsatibi  servabit  caput,  et  tu  servabis  ejus  calcaneum."  St.  Augos. 
De  Gen.  ad  lit.  1.  xi.  c.  36.  See  also  De  Gon.  adversus  Manich.  1.  1 1. 
o.  18.  St.  Ambrose,  de  fuga,  saec.  c.  7.  Beda,  Expos,  in  Gen,  p.  25. 
The  ancient  copies  of  Josephus  also  seem  to  have  had  the  same  reading, 
since  Refinus  thus  translates  the  passage  in  the  third  chapter  of  the 
first  book  :  "  Praecepit,  ut  raulier  capiti  ejus  plagas  inferret. ' 

t  It  is  a  suspicious  circumstance,  that  when  w^riters  attempt  to  refute 
what  they  call  the  errors  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  they  are  careful  to 
ai^ue  not  so  much  against  her  real  tenets,  as  those  imputed  to  her  by 
her  adversaries.  One  can  hardly  think  that  a  good  cause  should  require 
the  aid  of  so  mean  and  unworthy  an  artifice.  For  the  satisfaction  of 
tho  Bishop  and  Elijah,  I  shall  state  our  real  doctrine  on  the  principal 
subjects  of  this  controversy.  The  Bishop  asserts  that  we  derogate 
from  the  honour  of  God  the  Father  by  maintaining  the  worship  of 
images  :  the  doctrine  of  the  Catholic  Church  is,  that  it  is  unlawful  to 
worship  pictures  or  images,  but  that  it  is  lawful  to  place  them  io 
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creed  which  he  is  convinced  to  be  founded  on  the  un- 
erring authority  of  the  Word  of  God ;  and  I  will  also 
venture  to  add,  that  every  man  has  a  right  to  defend 
that  creed,  which  he  has  thus  embraced,  when  it  is 
unjustly  and  illiberally  attacked.  This  the  author  of 
the  Remarks  undertook  to  do,  after  the  publication  of 
the  Charge  by  the.  Bishop  of  Durham.  He  could  have 
no  personal  enmity  to  that  Prelate.  The  Bishop  is  an 
exalted  character.  His  age,  his  station,  his  private 
virtues,  demand  respect.  But  if,  forgetful  of  all  these, 
he  put  on  the  armour  of  a  youthful  warrior,  and  direct 
an  impassioned  attack  against  the  religious  opinions  of 
his  neighbours,  he  must  abide  by  the  consequences. 
Truth  and  reason  have  always  proved  more  than  a 
match  for  misrepresentation.  It  had  been  better  if  the 
Bishop  had  not  provoked  the  contest:  it  had  been 
better  still,  if  Elijah,  by  attempting  to  palliate,  had  not 
emblazoned  the  disgrace  of  his  defeat. 

churches,  and  improper  to  treat  them  with  disrespect  under  the  pretence 
that  they  are  idols.  The  Bishop  asserts,  that  we  derogate  from  the 
mediatorship  of  Christ/ hy  admitting  the  saints  and  angels  as  media- 
tors, and  from  the  efficacy  of  his  passion,  by  considering  works  of  pe- 
nance as  purchases  of  pardon.  The  Catholic  doctrine  is,  that  we  have 
bat  one  mediator,  Christ  ^Jesus,  and  that  he  alone  by  his  death  has 
paid  the  ransom  of  our  iniquities  :  but  that  it  is  lawful  to  desire  the 
saints  and  angels  to  pray  for  us  through  his  merits,  and  that  works  of 
penance  are  one  of  the  conditions  on  which  he  is  willing  to  communi- 
cate the  efficacy  of  his  passion  to  the  soul  of  the  sinner.  The  Bishop 
asserts  that  we  derogate  from  the  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit  by  our 
presumptuous  doctrine  respecting  the  merit  of  good  works,  and  our  re- 
liance on  external  performances^  The  Catholic  doctrine  is,  that  Christ 
will  grant  to  good  works  the  reward  which  he  has  promised,  and  that 
'^  his  church  has  the  authority  to  decree  rites  or  ceremonies,*'  such  as 
she  thiuks  proper  for  the  celebration  of  the  divine  service.  L<et  the 
Bishop,  or  his  champion  Elijah,  prove  these  doctrines  to  be  false,  and 
they  will  confer  an  immortal  benefit  on  the  Catholic  public.  Till  they 
do  this,  they  "  fight  as  one  beating  the  air,''  and  all  their  charges  and 
replies  are  no  more  than  ^*  sounding  brass  and  tinkling  cymbals.'* 
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1  HERE  are  scarcely  any  subjects  of  literary  investi- 
gation,  which  at  certain  periods  take  a  stronger  hold 
of  the  mind,  or  more  readily  awaken  the  passions,  than 
those  which  are  connected  with  religious  controversy. 
The  Remarks,  which  a  Catholic  writer  lately  ventured 
to  offer  on  the  Bishop  of  Durham's  Charge  (a  Charge 
containing^  in  the  opinion  of  unprejudiced  judges,  a 
cruel  and  unprovoked  attack  on  the  opinions  of  Catho- 
lics), appear  to  have  alarmed  and  irritated  the  zeal  of 
several  among  the  watchmen  of  the  holy  city.  I  say 
of  several,  because  I  know  that  many  members  of  that 
respectable  body,  the  established  clergy,  have  con- 
demned the  acrimony  of  the  Bishop's  pamphlet,  and 
have  lamented  that  it  was  ever  made  the  subject  of 
public  discussion.  Scarcely,  however,  had  two  months 
elapsed  from  the  publication  of  the  Remarks,  before 
two  reverend  apologists  had  emptied  the  vials  of  their 
vengeance  on  the  head  of  the  writer.  Their  characters 
and  pretensions  seem  to  be  of  very  different  orders. 
The  first  that  appeared  in  the  field  was  a  gentleman  of 
Rabbinical  descent,  by  name  Elijah  Index,  whom 
gaiety  instead  of  learning  furnished  with  arms,  and 
zeal  instead  of  prudence  urged  to  the  contest.     But 
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his  campaign  was  speedily  terminated.  Elijah,  after 
a  short  struggle,  found  his  own  ndiveU  and  ridicule  so 
successfully  retorted  on  himself,  that  he  had  the  good 
sense  to  seek  a  timely  and  precipitate  retreat.  At  his 
departure,  a  clergyman  of  the  diocese  of  Durham  vo- 
lunteered as  his  substitute,  but  wisely  refused  to  wear 
his  uniform.  Instead  of  ndiveti  and  ridiculCy  he  seized 
the  rusty  weapons  of  antiquated  controvertists,  and  en- 
deavoured to  overpower  his  adversary  with  scraps  ^and 
extracts  from  their  writings.  His  name,  indeed,  he 
has  judged  it  prudent  to  conceal :  yet  to  aid  the  con- 
jectures of  his  readers^  he  has  kindly  condescended  to 
favour  them  with  his  portrait.  "  I  am,"  he  says,  "  of 
"  a  heavy  disposition,  clumsy  and  awkward,  and  a  dull 
"  matter-of-fact  enquirer.'**  His  claim  to  these  ad- 
mirable qualifications  it  would  ill  become  me  to  dis- 
pute. Indeed,  his  work  appears  to  depose  in  his 
favour. ;  and  I  have  traced,  with  considerable  satisiaa- 
tion,  the  features  of  the  parent  in  those  of  his  offspting. 
One  expression  only  I  beg  leave  to  improve,  by  add- 
ing, that  if  he  be  a  matter-of-fact  enquirer,  he  hais 
seldom  the  good  fortune  to  be  a  matter-of-fedt  dis- 
coverer. 

The  matter  of  fact,  to  which  the  clergyman  had  de- 
voted his  attention,  was  not  aisubject  of  very  difficult 
investigation.  It  required  no  extraordinary  diligence 
of  research,  no  peculiar  powers  of  discrimination.  It 
was  merely  to  decide,  which  of  the  two,  the  Bishop  of 
Durham,  or  the  author  of  the  Remarks,  had  delineated 
with  greatW  accuracy  the  doctrines  of  the  Catholic 
church.  That  their  delineations  are  contradictory,  is 
evident;  and  the  consequence  must  be,  that  one  of 
them  has  knowingly  or  ignorantly  incurred  the  guilt 
of  misrepresentation.  The  charges  which  the  Bishop 
has  so  pointedly  preferred,  the  Remarker  has  as  em- 
phatically denied :  the  odious  doctrines  which  the  first 
has  with  so  much  liberality  bestowed,  the  other  has 
with  equal  pertinacity  refused.  Now  the  presumption 
is,  as  far  as  1  may  be  allowed  to  judge,  in  favaujr  of  the 
Remarker.    It  is  not  natural  to  suppose,  that  a  Ca- 

*  Clergyman's  Letter,  p.  8, 
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tholic  clergyman,  who  has  studied  in  a  Catholic  uni- 
versity, and  has  been  in  the  habit  of  teaching  the  Ca- 
tholic doctrine,  can  be  ignorant  of  his  own  creed.  But 
it  is  possible  that  his  Right  Reverend  opponent  may 
have  applied  with  greater  industry  to  the  study  of 
the  thirty-nine  articles,  than  of  the  canons  of  the  coun- 
cil of  Trent.  It  is  possible  that  he  may  have  derived 
his  knowledge  of  the  Catholic  tenets  from  a  suspicious 
and  impure  source,  the  writings  of  Protestant  contro- 
vertists.  It  is  possible  that  education  may  have  given 
a  bias  to  his  mind,  and  warped  it  with  prejudice.  It 
is  possible  that  partiality  for  his  own  creed,  a  creed  as 
bountiful  to  him  as  could  have  been  the  waters  of 
Pactdus,  may  have  taught  him  to  view  with  a  less 
friendly  eye  the  creeds  of  others.  However  this  may 
be,  an  adversary  cannot  at  the  best  be  considered  as 
the  most  unexceptionable  witness :  and  a  Protestant 
prelate,  how  splendid  soever  may  be  his  talents,  may, 
without  offence,  be  challenged  as  an  unsafe  expositor 
of  the  Catholic  doctrine.  The  clergyman  is,  notwith- 
standing, of  a  contrary  opinion.  He  sturdily  main- 
tains  the  infiHlibility  of  his  bishop,  repels  with  mdigna- 
tion  the  very  suspicion  of  ignorance  or  illiberality,  and 
opposes  with  pious  ofBciousness  his  cobweb  shield  to 
the  spear  of  the  Remarker. 

I  have  often  considered  it  as  an  extraordinary  phe- 
nomenon  in  the  history  of  the  human  mind,  that  in 
England  the  Catholics  are  not  allowed  the  faculty  of 
understanding  their  own  belief.  Of  the  myriads  of  de- 
claimers  against  popery,  with  whom  this  island  abounds, 
from  the  unlettered  female  who  reads  theological  lec- 
tures to  her  pupils  in  the  nursery,  to  the  Right  Reve- 
rend divine  who  instructs  his  brethren  the  clergy  of 
his  diocese,  there  is  not  one  who  does  not  appear  to 
claim  a  more  accurate  knowledge  of  the  Catholic  doc- 
trine than  the  very  Catholics  themselves.  Their  de- 
cisions are  more  infallible  than  those  of  the  Roman 
pontiff.  It  is  in  vain  that  we  disclaim  the  odious  tenets 
which  they  impute  to  us ;  in  vain  that  we  appeal  to 
our  professions  of  faith,  and  the  canons  of  our  councils. 
Our  complaints  are  disregarded,  and  our  protestations 
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treated  with  contempt :  the  obstinacy  of  our  adversa* 
ries  will  neither  yield  to  argument  or  authority :  ob- 
jections, which  have  been  a  thousand  times  refuted, 
are  confidently  brought  forward  as  demonstrations  of 
our  folly  and  impiety ;  and  the  misrepresentations  of 
prejudice  are  eagerly  received  with  the  veneration  due 
to  simple  unvarnished  truth* 

In  me  present  instance,  however,  the  Bishop's  apo- 
logist has  condescended  to  acknowledge  that  the 
the  author  of  the  Remarks  may  have  been  acquainted 
v^th  creed  of  his  own  church ;  but  this  acknowledg- 
ment is  coupled  with  an  insinuation  more  insulting 
and  illiberal  than  could  have  been  the  denial  itself^ 
Assuming  the  prerogative  of  him  who  searches  the 
reins  and  heart,  he  accuses  the  Remarker  of  arti- 
fice#  insincerity,  and  fraud.  "  His  conscience,"  he 
boldly  affirms,  **  bore  witness  to  the  accuracy  of  the 
"  Bishop's  charge.  His  object  was  to  disguise  the 
"  truth  from  the  eyes  of  the  public ;  and,  as  he  was  a 
disciple  of  the  doctrine  which  teaches  that  the  end 
consecrates  the  means,  he  had  adopted  stratagems 
proscribed  by  the  laws  of  literary  warfare."*  Lan- 
guage such  as  tills,  the  Remarker  certainly  will  not 
honour  with  a  reply.     He  would  say  with  the  poet :— • 

A  moral,  sensible,  and  well  bred  man 
Will  not  affront  me,  and  no  other  can. 

If  abuse  can  ever  prove  an  useful  auxiliary,  it  can  only 
be  in  the  absence  of  argument.  It  may,  indeed  help 
to  conceal  the  weak  side  of  a  bad  cause ;  but  must  in- 
jure and  disgrace  a  good  one.  Yet  I  may  be  allowed 
to  ask  what  possible  motive  the  Remarker  could  have 
to  disguise  the  doctrines  of  his  church,  al  the  expense 
of  sincerity  and  truth  ?  Was  it  that  he  was  sensible 
they  could  not  be  maintained  by  argument  ?  But,  ia 
that  supposition,  why  should  he  rather  disguise  than 
renounce  them  ?  I  know  of  no  motive  that  can  bind 
a  Catholic  clergyman  to  his  faith,  but  the  convictioa 
of  its  truth.     His  mind  cannot  be  influenced  by  grati- 

*  Clerg)^maa's  Letter,  p.  7,  30,  4.1,  42. 
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ude  for  past  favours,  or  by  the  hope  of  future  prefer- 
Dent.  The  Catholic  church  has  not,  like  the  esta* 
^lished  church,  in  this  kingdom,  rich  and  easy  livings 
o  bestow  on  her  champions  :  she  cannot  invite  them^ 
iter  the  heat  of  the  contest,  to  repose  in  the  lap  of 
vealth  and  indolence.  Was  it  that  he  was  ashamed 
o  avow  his  real  belief?  I  can  see  no  reason  for  such 
hame.  His  belief  is  not  the  belief  of  a  single  na- 
ion,  nor  of  the  growth  of  a  few  years.  It  is  the  be- 
ief  of  the  great  majority  of  christians.  It  is,  and 
br  centuries  has  been,  the  belief  of  learned  and  po- 
lished nations ;  the  belief  of  scholars,  philosophers, 
and  divines;  of  generals,  statesmen,  and  princes.* 
Proudly  as  I  may  think  of  my  own  country,  I  cannot 
persuade  myself  that  intellectual  excellence  is  exclu- 
sively confined  to  this  island  :  and  when  I  look  on  the 
continent,  and  view  the  populous  nations  which  there 
profess  the  Catholic  faith, — when  I  look  back  into 
past  ages,  and  behold  millions  of  men,  during  a  long 
series  of  generations,  reckoning  it  their  pride  and 
their  happiness,  I  can  smile  at  the  invectives  of  its 
adversaries,  and  despise  the  disgrace  which  is  heaped 
upon  it  here. 

I  am  well  aware  of  the  daring  and  adventurous 
spirit  of  controversy.  I  know  that  in  the  eager  pur- 
suit of  victory  it  is  not  to  be  appalled  by  ordinary  dif- 
ficulties ;  that  in  the  hope  of  subduing  an  opponent, 
it  will  heedlessly  endanger  its  own  security.  But 
there  are  some  objects  to  which  no  religious  disputant 
ought  to  be  indifferent ;  and  to  vindicate  the  truth  of 
Christianity  must  certainly  be  as  important  a  duty  as 
to  crush  the  corruptions  of  popery.  Now  it  has 
always  appeared  to  me  no  easy  matter  to  reconcile 
the  opinions  of  these  reverend  and  right  reverend 
theologians  with  the  avowed  object  of  Christ's  mis- 
sion, or  the  real  nature  of  the  gospel  dispensation. 

*  *'  Catholicity,  which  has  been  this  night  the  subject  of  so  mach 
**  abuse,  has  been  the  belief  of  the  most  extensive  and  enlightened 
"  nations  in  Europe,  and  of  the  most  illustrious  characters  that  ever 

did  honour  to  the  name  of  man/^ — Speech  of  Lord  Hutchinson  in 
lie  House  of  Lords,  May  10,  1805.    Cuthell,  p.  110. 


treated  with  contempt :  the  obstinacy  of  our  ad  versa-' 
ries  will  neither  yield  to  argument  or  authority :  ob- 
jections, which  have  been  a  thousand  times  refuted^ 
are  confidently  brought  forward  as  demonstrations  of 
our  folly  and  impiety ;  and  the  misrepresentations  of 
prejudice  are  eagerly  received  with  the  veneration  du6 
to  simple  unvarnished  truth. 

In  the  present  instance,  however,  the  Bishop's  apo»- 
legist  has    condescended  to  acknowledge   that   the; 
the  author  of  the  Remarks  may  have  been  acquainted 
with  creed  of  his  own  church ;  but  this  acknowledg- 
ment is  coupled  with  an  insinuation  more  insulting^ 
and  illiberal  than  could  have  been  the  denial  itself.f 
Assuming  the  prerogative  of  him  who  searches  thel 
reins  and  heart,  he  accuses  the  Remarker  of  arti-f 
fice*  insincerity,  and  fraud.     "  His  conscience,"  hei" 
boldly  affirms,  "  bore  witness  to  the  accuracy  of  thet 
*'  Bishop's  charge.     His  object  was  to  disguise  the^ 
"  truth  from  the  eyes  of  the  public ;  and,  as  he  was  a/* 
*'  disciple  of  the  doctrine  which  teaches  that  the  en&  > 
'^  consecrates  the  means,  he  had  adopted  stratagemfcr 
"  proscribed  by  the  laws  of  literary  warfaire."*     Lan^i 
guage  such  as  this,  the  Remarker  certainly  will  nofc," 
honour  with  a  reply.     He  would  say  with  the  poet :— ^ 

A  moral,  sensible,  and  well  bred  man 
Will  not  affront  me,  and  no  other  can. 

If  abuse  can  ever  prove  an  useful  auxiliary^  it  can  only 
be  in  the  absence  of  argument.  It  may,  indeed  helpi 
to  conceal  the  weak  side  of  a  bad  cause;  but  must  ipi— 
jure  and  disgrace  a  good  one.  Yet  I  may  be  allowoa 
to  ask  what  possible  motive  the  Remarker  could  have 
to  disguise  the  doctrines  of  his  church,  al  the  expeos^ 
of  sincerity  and  truth  ?  Was  it  that  he  was  sensil>^:^ 
they  could  not  be  maintained  by  argument  ?  But^  ^^ 
that  supposition,  why  should  he  rather  disguise  tU. 
renounce  them  ?  I  know  of  no  motive  that  can  bi 
a  Catholic  clergyman  to  his  faith,  but  the  convi 
of  its  truth.     His  mind  cannot  be  influenced  by  g 

*  Clerg)^maa's  Letter,  p.  7,  30,  4.1,  42. 
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For  what  end  did  '^  the  mighty  God,  the  equal  of 
"  the  Father,  the  Lord  of  all  things,  both  in  heaven 
"  and  earth,"  assume  the  lowly  nature  of  man,  suffer 
the  disgraceful  death  of  the  cross,  and  atone  for  the 
sins  of  mankind  ?  Was  it  merely  to  scatter  the  seeds 
of  a  pure  and  celestial  religion  among  the  nations^  to 
Watch  over  its  increase  till  it  had  spread  through  the 
Roman  empire,  and  then  to  suffer  it  to  wither  away 
and  die  ?  Was  it  to  establish  *'  not  a  glorious  church, 
*'  without  spot  or  wrinkle,  holy  and  without  stain," 
but  a  church  which  should  speedily  revive  the  super- 
stition and  idolatry  that  he  had  so  much  laboured  to 
extinguish  ?  Was  it  to  offer  to  his  Father,  not  "  a 
'*  chosen  generation,  a  royal  priesthood,  a  holy  na- 
"  tion,  a  purchased  people,  who  should  shew  forth 
■•  his  praises,"  but  a  race  of  men,  enemies  to  the  pu- 
rity of  his  worship,  patrons  of  religious  ignorance, 
ttnd  derogators  from  the  honour  of  the  Tather,  from 
the  mediatorship  of  the  Son,  and  from  the  sanctifying 
influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit?  Whoever  will  con- 
sider the  remote  antiquity  and  wide  diffusion  of  the 
Catholic  faith,  will  acknowledge  that  these  conse- 
quences appear  to  flow  from  the  accusations  preferred^ 
in  the  Bishop's  charge ;  and  if  they  do,  where,  I  ask^ 
are  the  invaluable .  blessings  which  Christianity  has 
conferred  on  mankind  ?  Where  the  promises  of  Christ:^ 
that  his  church  should  be  built  on  a  rock,  and  tha 
the  gates  of  hell  should  not  prevail  against  it  ?  In  m 
opinion,  and  that  is  also  the  opinion  of  many  emi 
hent  Protestants,  to  ascribe  such  absurdities  and  im 
piety  to  the  great  body  of  christians  during  so  man 
centuries,  is  to  question  the  truth  of  the  gospel, 
libel  the  veracity  of  Christ,  and  to  aid  the  infidel 
his  attempts  to  undermine  the  very  foundations  of  ou 
holy  religion.* 
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*  The  clergyman,  in  a  note,  (p.  11,)  protests  against  our  taking  t — 
name  of  Catholics.     I  should  have  thought,  that  tl)e  prescription  <^^^^--^J 
so  many  centuries  would  have  given  us  as  clear  a  title  to  the  name  (^^^* 
Catholics,  as  our  adversaries  can  have  to  that  of  Protestants.     As  th^^® 
English  church  has  not  had  the  presuraplion,  like  the  magnanimou-^^^^* 
parent  of  the  reformation,  to  insert  in  the  creed  the  holy  Chrutie^^^ 
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These  preliminary  remarks  will  not,  it  is  hoped,  be 
fieemed  less  interesting  than  the  polite  insinuations 
Mrhich  occupy  the  lirst  and  last  pages  of  the  clergy- 
man's letter :  and  may,  perhaps,  induce  the  impartial 
reader  to  suspend  his  assent  to  the  confident  asser- 
tions of  our  adversaries,  till  he  has  heard  wh^t  we 
may  say  in  our  own  defence.     I  shall  now  proceed  to 
the  matter-of-fact  enquiry.     The  Right  Reverend  pre- 
late had  drawn  up  his  bill  of  impeachment  with  all 
the  formality  and  accuracy  of  an  attorney-general. 
It  was  divided  into  three  heads,  and  each  head  con- 
tained several  different  counts.      As  both  the   Re- 
marker  and  his  opponent  have  followed  the  order  laid 
down  by  the   Bishop,    I  shall  not  think  myself  at 
liberty  to  deviate  from  it.     Each  observation  of  any 
importance  I  shall  discuss  with  patience :  minor  ex- 
ceptions I  shall  neglect.     To  reply  to  them  would 
swell  this  pamphlet  beyond  its  natural  size.     An  ob- 
jection may  be  compressed  within  a  single  line:  its 
refutation  may  demand  several  pages, 

1.  The  first  charge  is  idolatry  :  a  charge  as  old  as 
the  reformation ;  but  which  has  been  long  since  aban- 
doned and  ridiculed  by  the  more  candid  and  moderate 
of  our  opponents.  To  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  Elijah 
Index,  and  the  clergyman  of  the  diocese  of  Durham, 
we  may  oppose  the  more  respectable  names  of  Thorn- 
dike  and  Grotius,  of  Bishop  Parker  and  Bishop  Mon- 
tague.*    Were  their  respective  merits  to  be  weighed 

Church,  instead  of  the  holy  Catholic  churchy  I  trust  the  clergyman 
will  acknowledge  that  such  a  church  somewhere  exists.  Now  if  it  be 
not  our  church,  T  would  ask  him  what  church  it  is.  Is  it  the  collec- 
tion of  sects  which  have  sprung  from  the  reformation  ?  But  then  it 
woald  not  be  Catholic.  For  as  they  are  the  smaller  number,  they 
cannot  claim  an  universality,  which  they  would  deny  to  us,  though 
incomparably  more  numerous.  Does  he  conceive  that  it  is  a  theolo- 
gical hodge  podge,  a  farrago  of  all  the  religions  which  believe  in  the 
gospel  ?  Then  it  cannot  be  holy ;  for  we  should  form  the  principal 
part  of  it;  and  our  doctrines,  he  knows,  are  so  far  from  being  holy, 
that  they  are  impious  and  idolatrous,  derogatory  from  the  honour  of 
God  the  Father,  from  the  mediatorship  of  God  the  Son,  and  from  the 
sanctifying  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  I  think  then  he  had  better 
leave  us  in  the  quiet  possession  of  our  old  inheritance. 
*  I  will  add  Mr.  Thorndike's  argument.     It  is  obscure  but  solid 
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in  the  balance,  our  modern  accusers  would,  I  suspect, 
fly  up  and  kick  the  beam,  though  they  were  to  take 
with  them  as  make- weights,  the  book  of  homilies  and 
the  statute  of  Charles  the  Second.*  In  his  Charge, 
the  Bishop  made,  but  did  not  take  the  trouble  to 
prove,  the  accusation.  The  author  of  the  Remarks 
was  content  in  reply  to  refer  him  to  the  following  ques- 
tion and  answer  in  the  Catholic  catechism.  Q.  "  Do 
*'  Catholics  pray  to  images  V  A.  '^  Noy  by  no  means ^ 
''for  they  can  neither  see,  nor  hear,  nor  help  its"  He 
had  flattered  himself  that  the  testimony  or  an  autho- 
rised catechism  would  have  subdued  the  scepticism  of^ 
the  most  incredulous.  But  he  was  disappointed. 
The  prejudices  of  education  are  stubborn  things  :  they 
frequently  refuse  to  yield  even  to  the  clearest  evi- 
dence. The  dispute  is  not  to  be  decided,  replies  the 
Durham  clergyman,  by  an  answer  which  may  be 
given  by  rote,  but^by  the  practice  of  those  who  give  it. 
Now  this  answer  appears  to  me  no  very  favourable 
sample  of  his  boasted  sincerity.  I  should  rather  con- 
sider it  as  the  trick  of  a  controversial  juggler,  the 
artifice  of  some  theological  Proteus, 

Mille  adde  catenas 
Effugiet  tamen  haec  sceleratus  vincula  Proteus. 

Few  of  my  readers  will,  I  conceive,  be  inclined  to^ 
think  that  any  church  can  teach  her  disciples  to  be- 
lieve one  doctrine  in  theory,  and  to  follow  the  contrary" 
in  practice;  can  launch  her  anathemas  against. thos^ 
who  approve,  and  yet  countenance  the  conduct  of 
those  who  adopt,  the  idolatrous  worship  of  images* 

*'  They  which  profess  the  only  true  Christ,  and  therefore  the  only" 
**  true  God,  do  necessarily  profess  to  detest  all  idolatry.     And  so  dottB- 
"the  Church  of  Rome  still  as  seriously  profess,  as  they  who  charge 
*'  them  to  bo  idolaters.     And  therefore  cannot  easily  be  convinced 
"  profess  idolatry.     For  without  expressly  renouncing  this  profession 
"  they  cannot  expressly  be  idolaters/'     Just  Weights,  p.  6.     Henci 
he  infers :  <*  Should  this  church  (as  the  Bishop  of  Durham  has  done' 
**  declare  that  the  change  which  we  call  reformation,  is  grounded  oi 
"  this  supposition,  I  then  must  acknowledge  that  we  be  the  schism  ^ 
**  matics."     p.  7. 

*  Homily  2,  on  the  peril  of  idolatry.     30  Charles  ii.  c.  I. 
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n  ingenuous  opponent  would  rather  have  said,  ^'  1 
**  acknowledge  that  your  church  condemns  idolatry 
**  as  forcibly  as  our  own  :  nor  have  I  yet  discovered 
**  any  traces  of  that  impiety  among  the  Catholics  of 
*^  tliis  country.     Yet,  if  we  may  believe  the  testimony 
**  of  travellers,  there  is  reason  to  fear  that  foreign  Ca- 
**  tholics  cannot  be  entirely  exempted  from  the  impu- 
**  tation."     To  such  an  opponent  I  would  answer, 
that  in  the  testimony  of  travellers  much  must  be 
allowed  to  the  prejudices  of  education :  that  a  person 
who  leaves  this  country  with  the  conviction  that  Ca- 
tholics worship  images,  will  naturally  conclude  that 
the  first  Catholic  whom  he  sees  kneeling  before  a  cru- 
cifix, is  addressing  his  prayers  not  to  Christ  but  to 
the  image  :  that  in  foreign  countries,  expressions  and 
demonstrations  of  respect  have  not  the  same  value  or 
import  as  in  England :  and  that  if  some  should  be 
found,  whose  conduct  it  would  be  difficult  to  justify, 
yet  candour  would  forbid  that  their  guilt  should  be 
imputed  to  those  by  whom  it  is  abhorred  and  con- 
demned.    Where  are  superstitions  more  prevalent, 
than  among  the  vulgar  in  many  parts  of  England? 
Yet  he  would  be  an  unjust  critic,  'who  should  impute 
them  as  a  crime  to  the  established  clergy. 

The  incredulity  of  the  Durham  clergyman  has  in- 
duced me  to  examine  with  greater  accuracy  the  con- 
tents of  the  Catholic  catechisms.     With  this  view  I 
have  consulted  not  only  those  which  are  in  use  among 
the  English  Catholics,  but  also  many  of  those  which 
are  adopted  in  France,  Spain,  Italy,  Flanders,  and 
Germany :  and  in  all  without  exception  have  I  found 
eveiy  species  of   idolatry  condemned  in  the  most 
pointed  terms.     Now  if  he  will  consider  the  earnest- 
ness with  which  the  Catholic  clergy  are  generally  ac- 
customed to  impress  on  the  minds  of  children  the  doc- 
trine of  the  catechism,  the  familiar  manner  in  which 
tJhey  study  to  explain  it,  and  the  diligence  with  which 
"they  repeat  their  instructions  every  week,  and  often 
several  times  in  the  week,  I  think  he  will  be  induced 
tx>  pause  before  he  again  ventures  to  charge  Catliolics 
>-vith  a  practice,  which  they  so  emphatically  reprobate, 
^ut  from  catechisms,  let  me  lead  him  to  an  authority 
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which  he  cannot  refuse,  to  the  decree  of  the  council 
of  Trent.  He  himself  appears  to  acknowledge  that 
he  would  free  the  Catholics  from  the  guilt  of  idolatry, 
were  they  exempt  from  the  impious  persuasion  that 
there  exists  any  inherent  power  or  divinity  in  their 
images.*  Now  in  the  very  chapter  to  which  he  refers 
his  reader,  the  council  expressly  declares  that  in 
images  there  does  not  reside  any  divinity,  or  power 
on  account  of  which  they  ought  to  be  worshipped : 
that  nothing  ought  to  be  asked  from  them :  and  that 
no  confidence  should  be  placed  in  them.f  If  this  de- 
claration do  not  satisfy  him,  I  beg  he  will  have  the 
goodness  to  compose  one  for  us,  more  explicit  and 
more  intelligible. 

Here,  perhaps,  it  may  not  be  improper  to  point  out 
the  origin  of  this  accusation.  It  is  our  doctrine  that 
pious  pictures  and  images  ought  not  to  be  treated  with 
disrespect,  under  the  false  pretence  that  they  are 
idols:  and  this  doctrine,  reprobated  as  it  formerly 
was  with  contempt  and  detestation,  is  tiow,  I  ob- 
serve, gradually  making  its  way  into  the  creed  of  the 
Established  Church,  in  proportion  as  the  fanaticism 
of  the  first  reformers  subsides,  and  reason  and  com- 
mon sense  recover  their  authority.  The  piety  of  our 
fathers,  two  centuries  ago,  would  have  condemned 
the  works  of  Raphael  and  Michael  Angelo  to  the 
flames  and  the  mattock,  had  they  discovered  them 
in  their  churches  :  but  modern  Protestants  have  learn- 
ed that  they  can  pray  in  the  presence  of  a  painting 
or  a  statue  without  experiencing  any  impediment  to 
their  devotion,  or  any  temptation  to  idolatry.  It  is 
unfortunate  that  similar  sentiments  did  not  animate 
their  progenitors.  We  should  not  now  have  to  la- 
ment our  inferiority  in  the  elegant  productions  o 
the  chisel  and  the  pencil ;  nor  would  our  native^ 
artists  be  compelled  to  visit  foreign  countries  that^ 
they  may  study  the  master-pieces  of  the  painter  and- 
the  statuary.     It  is,  indeed,  true,  that  besides  the  pro- 

*  The  Clergyman's  LcUer,  p.  1 J. 

t  Non  quod  credatur  inesse  aliqua  in  eis  divinitas,  vd  virtus  propter^ 
quam  sint  colendae :  vel  quod  ab  eis  sit  aliquid  pctendum ;  vel  quod^ 
fiducia  in  imaginibus  iit  figenda.     Con.  Trid.  Sess.  25. 
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Tiibition  of  disrespect,  our  church  also  maintains  it  to 
foe  lawful  to  treat  them  with  respect,  in  as  much  as 
they  are  the  representations  of  our  Blessed  Redeemer, 
SLud  of  his  faithful  followers ;  and  this  respect  has  been 
"by  our  adversaries,  with  as  much  injustice  as  inge- 
nuity, transubstantiated  into  an  idolatrous  worship.  I 
could,  however,  wish  they  would,  once  at  least,  inform 
us  in  what  idolatry  consists.  Is  it  in  paying  divine 
worship  to  images  ?  Such  worship  we  condemn  as  sin- 
cerely as  themselves.  The  respect  which  we  allow  is 
of  a  much  inferior,  a  very  different,  description.  It  is 
the  9ame  as  a  subject  may  pay  to  the  effigy  of  his  so- 
vereign, such  as  nature  prompts  a  child  to  pay  to  the 
portrait  of  a  deceased  parent.*  Or  is  any  respect 
whatever  idolatrous  ?  Then  the  Christians  of  the  east 
were  idolaters,  when  they  were  accustomed  to  burn  in- 
cense before  the  statues  ofthe  Christian  emperors:  the 
peers  of  the  united  kingdom  are  idolaters,  as  often  as 
they  make  a  reverence  to  the  vacant  throne ;  the  Pro- 
testants of  the  Established  Church  are  idolaters,  as 
often  as  they  kneel  before  the  consecrated  bread  and 
wine.  For  what  are  the  consecrated  bread  and  wine  ? 
**  Mere  bodily  elements  of  earthly  manufacture,"  re- 
pltes  the  Bishop  of  Durham.  But  if  the  Protestant 
may  kneel  before  these  *'  bodily  elements  of  earthly 
**  manufacture,"  without  committing  idolatry  because 
he  directs  his  attention  to  the  worship  of  God,  I  hope 
the  Catholic,  for  the  same  reason,  may  kneel  before  a 
crucifix  of  earthly  manufacture,  and  be  equally  free 
from  guilt.  With  what  judgment  ye  judge,  ye  shall  be 
fudged :  and  with  what  measure  ye  mete^  it  shall  be  mea- 
^r*ed  to  you  again. "f 

*  According  to  the  council  of  Nice,  Ti/^JiT/xnv  w^ocrKwrta-iv,  ov  fxiv  rm 

torn,  V.  p.  198. 

t  I  shall  here  add  the  opinion  of  Bishop  Montague.     *'  The  pictures 
of  Christ,  the  blessed  Virgin  and  saints,  may  be  made,  had  in  houses, 
set  up  in  churches.     The  Protestants  use  them  :  they  dcspight  them 
not.     Respect  and  honour  may  be  given  unto  them.     The  Protes- 
■"  tants  dp  it,  and  use  them  for  helps  of  piety/'     Gagger,  p.  318.     In 
•almodt   every  language  the  words  which  denote  veneration   and  rc- 
Jipept,  are  of   ambiguous   signitication,   and  their  purport  must  fre- 
quently be  fixed  by  the  nature  of  the  object,  and  the  intention  of  the 
agent. '  Thus,  1  Chron.  xxix.  20,  it  is  said  that  all  the  congregation 
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I  shall  moreover  observe,  that  m  the  sacred  writings 
occur  many  instances  of  a  respect  paid  to  inanimate 
objects,  which  cannot,  without  impiety,  be  termed 
idolatrous.  Thus,  in  the  Old  Testarrient,  God  com- 
manded  Moses  to  walk  barefoot  on  Mount  Horeb,  be- 
cause it  was  holy  ground.  From  the  period  of  the  fiat- 
brication  of  the  ark,  to  the  time  in  which  it  was 
placed  in  the  temple,  we  have  several  instances  of  the 
respect  which  the  Israelites  were  ordered  to  bear  it, 
and  of  the  severe  punishments  which  Go  J  inflicted  on 
those  who  either  touched  it,  or  looked  on  it,  with  irre- 
verence or  inattention.  Yet  what  was  this  ark,  the 
object  of  so  much  veneration  to  the  children  of  Israel? 
A  square  chest  of  wood,  in  which  were  contained  the 
tables  of  the  law,  and  perhaps  the  rod  of  Aaron,  and 
the  golden  pot  of  Manna.  In  the  New  Testament,  we 
are  commanded  to  bow  the  knee  at  the  name  of  Jesus ; 
and  in  the  injunctions  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  and  the 
eighteenth  canon  of  the  second  year  of  James  I.,  it » 
ordered,  that ''  at  the  name  of  Jesus  due  reverence  be 
*'  made  of  all  persons,  young  and  old,  with  lowness  of 
**  courtesie,  and  uncovering  of  the  heads  of  mankind, 
"  as  thereunto  doth  necessarily  belong."*  Now  it 
will,  in  my  opinion,  require  some  ingenuity  to  explain, 
why  it  should  be  a  duty  to  bow  when  I  hear  the  sound 
of  his  name,  and  a  crime  to  bow  when  I  see  the  repre- 
sentation of  his  sufferings.  In  both  instances  the  real 
object  of  my  respect  is  the  same, — the  only  difference 
is  in  the  organ  of  perception.  In  the  former  the  ear  is 
affected  by  the  motion  of  the  fluid,  which  is  the  vehicle 
of  sound;  in  the  latter  the  eye  is  affected  by  the 
impulse  of  the  rays  of  light.  By  both  I  mean  to  honour 
the  Redeemer  of  mankind ;  and  if  the  first  mode  be  law- 
ful and  pious,  the  other  cannot  be  unlawful  and  impious. 

tvorshipped  God  and  the  king.  Now  this  ambiguity  has  furnished 
an  ample  field  for  the  invectives  of  our  adversaries.  Because  the 
word  worship  is  now  generally  confined  to  the  honour  due  to  the 
Divine  Being,  many  controversialists  argue  as  if  it  had  never  had  any 
other  meaning :  yet  some  vestiges  of  its  ancient  signification  still  remain 
in  the  title  of  worshipful,  which  we  give  to  magistrates,  and  in  the  mar- 
riage ceremony,  when  the  husband  addresses  the  bride  with  these  solemn 
words,— W^iM  my  body  I  thee  worship. 
*  Wilkin's  Con.  vol.  iv.  p.  188,  382. 
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In  opposition  to  this  doctrine,  our  matter-of-fact 
enquirer  adduces,  what  he  considers  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  that  some  among  the  most  celebrated  divines  of 
the  Church  of  Rome,  Aquinas,  Bonaventure,  and  Ca- 
jetan,  assert  the  highest  kind  of  adoration,  latria,  to 
be  due  to  the  images  of  God.*  Were  this  really  the 
case,  it  would  not  invalidate  the  doctrine  which  I  have 
laid  down  in  the  preceding  pages.  I  have  undertaken 
to  vindicate  the  creed  of  the  Catholic  church,  not  to 
justify  all  the  extravagant  opinions  which  may  have 
been  hazarded  by  ingenious  men  in  her  communion. 
If  he  expect  this  from  me,  I  hope  he  will  also,  on  \m 
side,  accept  the  oflSce  of  vindicating  a  small  portion  of 
the  impious,  impure,  and  immoral  doctrines  advanced 
and  taught,  not  by  private  divines,  but  by  the  magna- 
nimous fathers  of  the  reformation.  We  should  neither 
of  us  have  a  very  pleasant,  or  a  very  easy  task.  How- 
ever, in  the  present  instance,  the  Catholic  writers 
whom  he  has  impeached  stand  not  in  need  of  any 
apology.  The  doctrine  which,  from  his  language,  we 
should  expect  to  find  in  their  works,  was  most  foreign 
from  their  real  belief.  I  do  not  accuse  his  sincerity : 
inattention,  perliaps,  to  the  purport  of  their  lan- 
guage, or  zeal  for  the  honour  of  his  bishop,  or,  what  is 
still  more  probable,  confidence  in  the  assertions  of 
some  former  controversialist,  prompted  him  to  mis- 
represent their  doctrine.  If  then,  in  my  attempt  to 
explain  it,  I  lead  the  reader  among  the  metaphy- 
sical subtleties  of  the  ancient  schoolmen,  the  blame,  I 
trust,  will  not  attach  to  me,  but  to  him  who  has  imposed 
the  obligation  on  me. 

To  illustrate  their  meaning,  it  will,  perhaps,  be  most 
convenient  to  employ  a  comparison.  It  will  probably 
be  conceded  to  me,  that  a  husband  may  feel  a  sincere 
affection  for  his  wife,  and  consequently  may  entertain 
a  regard  for  her  picture.  Now  let  us  suppose  two  idle 
logicians,  fond  of  wrangling,  undertake  to  discuss  the 
real  nature  of  this  affection  for  the  person,  and  this  re- 

*  Clergyman's  Letter,  p.  13.  I  shall  take  no  advantage  of  his  mis- 
take in  inserting  God  instead  of  Christ.  It  is  not  even  agreed  among 
Catholic  divines  whether  it  be  lawful  to  make  images  or  representations 
of  God. 
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gard  for  the  picture.  One  of  them  shall  maintain  that 
they  are  of  different  natures,  as  the  affection  has  for  its 
object  an  animate,  the  regard  an  inanimate  being. 
The  other,  with  equal  pertinacity,  shall  contend,  that 
they  may  be  said  to  be  both  of  the  same  nature,  be- 
cause of  both,  though  the  immediate  object  be  differ- 
ent, the  ultimate  object  is  the  same:  both  are  ulti- 
mately referred  to  the  wife.  The  reader  may  smile  at 
these  subtleties,  but  I  trust  he  will  not  thence  infer 
that  the  second  reasoner  considered  the  picture  as  of 
equal  value  with  the  lady,  or  that  he  was  a  friend  to 
conjugal  infidelity.  Now  this  is  a  case  in  point :  it  is 
precisely  the  dispute  of  the  old  schoolmen.  One  party 
contended  that  as  the  worship  of  Christ,  and  respect  for 
his  image  or  picture,  had  two  different  immediate  ob- 
jects, they  were  of  two  different  natures.  Their  oppo- 
nents contended  that  as  both  were  ultimately  referred 
to  the  same  object,  Christ,  they  might  both  be  said 
to  be  of  the  same  nature.  This  was  the  important 
subject  of  the  dispute.  The  reader  may  smile,  or  la- 
ment that  ingenious  men  should  give  their  attention  to 
such  trifles,  but  certainly  he  will  not  infer  that  the  patrons 
of  the  latter  opinion  considered  the  image  of  Christ  as 
equally  worthy  of  adoration  with  Christ  himself,  or 
that  they  taught  and  enforced  the  practice  of  idolatry. 
As  to  the  impiety  of  worshipping  Christ  and  his  re- 
presentation in  the  same  manner,  both  parties  were 
agreed.  Their  debate  was  about  words,  not  things ; 
and  they  never  could  have  suspected  that  these  meta- 
physical subtleties  would  expose  them  to  so  severe 
and  unmerited  an  imputation.*  Trusting  then  that 
what  I  have  already  said  will  prove  satisfactory  to  every 
unprejudiced  judge,  I  shall  here  close  this  subject 
with  the  observation  of  the  learned  Protestant  divine, 
Mr.  Thorndike : — Let  not  them  (who  charge  the  papists 
to  be  idolaters)  lead  the  people  by  the  nosey  to  believe  that 
they  can  prove  their  supposition  when  they  cannot. "^ 

*  The  Clergyman's  quotation  from  Bellarmine  (p.  13)  merely 
evinces  the  great  anxiety  of  that  divine  to  prevent  even  metaphysical 
disputes  which  might  be  the  occasion  of  error  to  the  unlearned. 

t  Just  Weights,  p.  11. 

The  Clergyman  (p.  14)  produces  a  few  texts  from  Scripture  with  an 
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It  is  with  considerable  reluctance  that  I  proceed  to 
the  next  accusation.  For  the  honour  of  its  author,  I 
wish  I  could  pass  it  over  unnoticed.  Disgraceful  as  it 
must  prove  to  us,  if  it  be  true ;  still  more  disgraceful 
will  it  be  to  him,  if  it  be  false.  I  do  not  impeach  his 
sincerity ;  but  if  on  the  word  of  another  he  publish  a 
calumny  to  the  world,  he  must  submit  to  take  the 
odium  on  himself.  I  am  not  to  sit  down  in  silence 
under  a  false  accusation,  lest  the  proof  of  my  innocence 
should  reflect  on  the  character  of  my  accuser.  The 
Bishop  charges  the  Catholic  clergy  with  having  sup- 
pressed the  second  commandment,  in  books  of  religious 
institution,  that  they  might  disguise  the  repugnance  of 
their  idolatrous  worship  to  the  letter  of  the  decalogue.* 
This  is  certainly  a  charge  of  no  ordinary  consequence. 
If  the  catholic  clergy  plead  guilty,  they  must  acknow- 
ledge themselves  traitors  to  that  God,  whose  ministers 
they  are,  and  traitors  to  the  people,  whom  it  is  their 
duty  to  instruct.  They  have  corrupted  the  laws  of 
their  sovereign,  and  have  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the 
people  to  discover  their  disobedience.  Fortunately  for 
us,  unfortunately  for  his  Lordship,  the  accusation  is  as 

air  of  triumph.  Seldom,  perhaps,  were  these  sacred  volumes  more  pal- 
pably misapplied.  In  Isaiah,  xl.  the  prophet  describes  the  power  of 
God  in  the  deliverance  of  his  people  from  the  Bablylonian  captivity, 
and  then  asks,  To  whom  they  can  liken  him  ?  The  artists  of  Babylon 
could  make  representations  of  their  gods,  but  what  likeness  could  repre- 
sent the  omnipotent  and  eternal  God  of  Israel?  And  this  text  is 
gravely  adduced  to  prove  that  it  is  unlawfiil  to  make  a  representation  of 
Christ  hanging  on  the  cross !  The  passages  from  St.  Paul  are  equally 
irrelevant.  That  from  Acts  xvii.  29,  is  thus  paraphrased  by  the  learned 
Dr.  Hammond : — *'  God  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  the  work  of  our 
''  hands,  such  as  a  piece  of  gold,  or  silver^  or  stone,  with  a  signature 
"  upon  it."  Hammond,  hie.  He  teUs  us  (p.  15)  that  we  are  like  the 
pagans,  many  of  whom  through  their  idols  worshipped  the  great  Maker 
of  the  world.  This  may  be  so ;  but  then  we  must  acknowledge  that 
St.  Paul  was  not  inspired,  when  he  asserted  that  the  things  which  the 
Gentiles  sacrificed,  they  sacrificed  to  devils  and  not  to  God.  1  Cor.  x* 
20.  See  also  p.  106,  v.  37.  The  Durham  clergyman  may  also,  if  he 
please,  adore  the  divinity  of  Jupiter,  whom  he  conceives  to  be  the  true 
God;  I  shall  be  content  with  the  divine  Being  described  to  us  in  the 
sacr^  writings.  As  for  Julian,  he  was  posterior  to  St.  Paul,  had  been 
a  christian^  and  endeavoured  to  soften  the  harsher  features  of  paganism. 
*  Bishop's  Charge,  p.  6,  first  edit. 
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second  commandment :  but  he  has  not  told  us  in  how 
many  he  did  find  them.  I  will,  however,  for  once 
appeal  to  his  boasted  smcerity :  and  will  venture  to 
assert,  that  if  he  have  the  courage  to  speak  the  truth, 
he  must  acknowledge,  that  for  one  Catholic  book  in 
which  he  did  not  read  the  words  in  qustion,  he  disco- 
vered twenty  in  which  he  did.  I  will  also  tell  him  in 
what  books  he  or  any  of  his  friends  may  read  them. 
They  may  read  them  in  every  edition  of  the  bible  that 
has  been  printed  by  Catholics,  in  any  language.  They 
may  read  them  in  the  different  authorised  catechisms 
to  which  1  have  also  referred  in  the  note  below  :*  and 
they  may  also  read  them  in  almost  every  Catholic  book 
of  popular  instruction. 

»  Here  I  may  be  allowed  to  ask  two  questions.  1. 
By  what  system  of  casuistry  can  a  sincere  and  inge- 
nuous adversary  reconcile  it  with  his  conscience,  to 
accuse  a  church  of  suppressing  a  particular  doctrine, 
because,  though  he  has  discovered  it  in  the  majority, 
be  has  not  discovered  it  in  a  few  of  the  books  written 
by  members  of  her  communion  ?  2.  By  what  laws  of 
reasoning  can  a  fair  disputant  attempt  to  shew  that  a 
church  endeavours  to  conceal  a  doctrine  from  the  eyes 
of  the  people,  when  she  publishes  it  in  almost  every 
book,  which  she  exhorts  them  to  read  ?  It  must  be 
evident  that  if  the  words  of  the  commandment  are  not 
fully  expressed  in  every  catechism,  the  omission  cannot 
be  justly  attributed  to  the  cause  which  it  has  pleased 
the  zeal  of  our  adversaries  to  assign :  and  that  they 
may  not  in  future  be  obliged  to  plead  their  ignorance 
as  an  excuse,  I  hope  they  will  have  no  objection  to 
learn  the  true  reason.   It  is  well  known,  that  for  many 

*  Catechismus  Romanus,  part  3.  Institutiones  Christianae  pictatis  a 
Petro  Canisio.  (To  this  Vaux  was  much  indebted.)  Catechismo  di 
Napoli,  par.  3.  The  Flemish  catechisms  :  Christelyke  leering  voor  de 
Catholycke  jonkeyt,  p.  30.  Christelyke  onderwizing,  p.  167.  The 
German  catechism,  Catholischer  Catechismus,  Hamburgh,  1769.  The 
French  catechisms,  de  Montpellier,  des  Eveques,  de  Meaux,  or  that 
lately  published  for  the  use  of  the  French  empire.  The  English  cate- 
chisms, &c.  If  these  be  not  sufficient  to  convince  him,  I  will  furnish 
him  with  fifty  more. 
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centuries  before  the  birth  of  the  reformation,  the  Ca- 
tholics were  accustomed  to  arrange,  on  the  authority 
of  St.  Augustine,  the  decalogue  in  such  manner,  that 
whatever  regarded  the  worship  of  God  should  be  com- 
prised under  one  division.  Thus,  what  Protestants 
call  the  first  and  second  commandments  we  call  the 
first.  The  relative  merit  of  the  two  divisions  is  foreign 
to  the  present  subject.  I  merely  state  the  case.  Now 
as  children  among  Catholics  are  taught  the  cate- 
chism almost  as  soon  as  they  begin  to  lisp,  it  was 
thought  adviseable  to  abridge  the  commandments,  for 
their  use,  so  that  each  precept  should  be  confined  to  on*  > 
line,  which  generally  is  in  rhyme.  The  commandm<li|15'.* 
in  question  was  expressed  in  these  or  similar  wdrfhr*^ 
One  God  alone  thou  shalt  adore.  Now  it  is  evident,  ||rti- 
here  can  be  no  intention  of  suppressing  the  prohibiticm 
of  idolatry.  1.  Because  even  these  words  prohibit 
it :  2.  Because  as  the  children  grew  up,  they  were  . 
compelled  to  learn  the  larger  catechism,  m  which  the 
commandments  are  repeated  at  full  length,  and  the 
prohibition  is  carefully  enforced  in  the  questions  and 
answers.  It  is  tedious  to  be  so  diflfuse  upon  trifles. 
Had  the  accusation  been  made  by  some  obscure  con- 
troversialist, I  should  have  treated  it  with  the  neglect 
it  deserved :  but  it  derives  importance  from  the  dignity 
of  its  author,  and  from  the  repeated  though  feeble 
efforts  of  his  apologists.  It  was  therefore  a  duty  to 
display  our  own  innocence,  and  to  remind  our  adversa- 
ries, that  besides  the  prohibition  of  idolatry,  the  de- 
calogue contains  another  precept :  Thou  shall  not  bear 
false  witness  against  thy  neighbour.''^ 

*  Page  17  is  beneath  criticism.  The  Durham  clergyman  seems  to 
be  alarmed  with  the  consciousness  that  he  has  undertakes  a  weak  cause. 
His  imagination  is  perpetually  conjuring  up  spectres  to  affright  him. 
At  every  stop  he  fancies  himself  caught  in  a  trap  laid  by  his  crafty  ad- 
versary. The  Bishop  had  said :  **  To  disguise  such  repugnance  to  the 
**  letter  of  God's  commandment,  an  artifice  was  adopted,  &c,"  To 
what  did  suck  repugnance  refer  ?  To  the  practice  of  Catholics.  Where 
then  was  the  dishonest  expedient,  to  make  the  Bishop  say,  that  the  prac- 
tice of  Catholics  was  repugnant  to  the  letter  of  God's  commandment  ? 
The  clergyman  says  that  the  Bishop  does  not  found  his  censure  on  that 
^oundr  I  am  happy  to  learn  it.  Oior  doctrine  then  is  now  confessed 
not  to  be  contrary  to  the  letter  of  the  commandment.  But  he  did  found 
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In  the  progress  of  his  reasoning,  the  Bishop's  anti- 
pathy to  the  Catholic  faith  drew  from  him  an  argument, 
at  which  candour  and  liberality  would  blush.  The 
Remarker  disdained  to  give  it  a  direct  answer,  but 
hurled  it  back  with  contempt  to  his  opponents.  If  it 
were  conclusive,  it  would  undermine  the  whole  fabric 
of  the  established  church :  he  therefore  desired  them 
to  solve  it  themselves.  The  attempt  has  been  made. 
Elijah  made  it,  and  ended  by  abjuring  the  Athanasian 
creed.*  The  clergyman  endeavours  to  improve  the 
argument  by  illustration,  and  his  illustration  has  ex- 
^sed  it  in  all  its  nakedness.  He  states  it  in  this 
iner :  "  We  cannot  be  surprised  that  those  who 
lieve  bread  and  wine  to  be  the  real  body  and  blood 
Christ,  that  is,  truly  God,  and  deserving  divine 
Worship,  as  such,  should  likewise,  without  much 
^iftifficulty,  believe,  that  an  image  may  partake  of  the 
4^^.^vine  nature  of  Christ,  and  may  therefore  deserve, 
^  *^  j|i  such,  the  worship  due  to  God  ;  that  if  the  body 
"  an3  blood  of  Christ  may  subsist  under  the  accidents 
**  of  bread  and  wine,  they  may  also  subsist  under  the 
"  accidents  of  carven  wood,  or  molten  brass."  To 
refute  such  empty  reasoning  is  of  itself  a  humiliation. 
Without  adverting  to  the  inaccuracy  of  the  expression 
in  the  first  part  of  the  argument,  it  may  be  sufficient 
to  reply : — That  we  believe  the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ  to  subsist  under  the  accidents  or  appearances 
of  bread  and  wine,  because  he  has  expressly  asserted 
that  they  do  :  but  that  he  has  not  asserted  that  they 
subsist  under  the  accident  or  appearances  of  carven 
wood,  or  molten  brass  ? 

The  clergyman  proceeds  to  shew  that  the  argument, 
as  retorted  by  the  Remarker,  does  not  apply  to  the 
right  reverend  Prelate.  I  must  acknowledge,  that  in 
this  part  of  his  pamphlet  I  should  have  more  admired, 
not  only  his  powers  of  reasoning,  but  also  his  sincerity, 
had  he  not  '*  adopted  an  artifice,  proscribed  by  the 

his  censure  on  that  ground :  and  if  he  did  not  think  it  repugnant  to  the 
letter  of  the  commandment,  why  did  he  assert  that  we  had  suppressed 
the  commandment  in  order  to  conceal  its  repugnance  to  the  lc*ter  ? 
*  A  Protestant's  Reply,  p.  10. 
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*'  laws  of  literary  warfare."  The  three  whole  pages 
which  he  devotes  to  the  solution  of  the  difficulty,  do 
not  even  remotely  refer  to  it.  They  indeed  prove, 
that  the  belief  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  is  no  supersti- 
tion, which  the  Remarker  did  not  dispute;  but  they 
do  not  prove  that  any  answer  can  be  given  to  the  Uni- 
tarian by  the  Protestant,  which,  in  the  mouth  of  a  Ca- 
tholic, will  not  be  equally  powerful  against  the  Bishop. 
1  shall  therefore,  take  the  liberty  briefly  to  restate  the 
argument  of  the  Remarker,  and  to  solicit  an  answer 
from  some  of  the  admirers  of  the  charge.  If  to  believe 
that  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  can  subsist  under 
the  appearances  of  bread  and  wine,  necessarily  dispose 
the  Catholic  to  worship  the  creature  image  instead  of 
the  Creator;  it  follows  thstt  to  believe  the  Divinity  ex- 
isted on  earth  with  a  body  made  of  the  same  flesh,  an^  • 
subject  to  the  same  infirmities  as  our  own,  must  al^  j 
dispose  the  Protestant  to  worship  the  creature  image  aor 
stead  of  the  Creator.  If  the  Bishop  or  his  apok%ist 
reply  by  proving  the  divinity  of  Christ,  I  hope  "they 
will  also  approve  of  the  answer  which  I  have  given  in 
the  preceding  paragraph.  If  they  prefer  any  other 
mode  of  reasoning,  I  will  pledge  myself  to  shew  that 
it  will  equally  furnish  a  solution  of  the  argument  em- 
ployed by  the  Prelate  against  the  Catholics.* 

*  The  Clergyman  denies  that  the  scripture  is  as  clear  for  transub- 
stahtiation  as  for  the  divinity  of  Christ.  This  is,  I  fear,  a  shuffle. 
What  the  Remarker  contended  for  was  the  real  presence  of  the  body  of 
Christ  in  the  eucharist:  when  once  that  is  settled,  it  will  be  time 
enough  to  decide  whether  it  be  there  by  transubstantiation  or  by  any 
other  means.  Till  this  be  done,  I  will,  with  his  permission,  undertake  to 
pioduce  texts  as  evident  in  favour  of  the  real  presence,  as  he  shall  produce 
Ln  favour  of  the  divinity  of  Christ.  As  to  the  assertion  that  the  belief  of 
the  divinity  of  Christ  is  very  different  from  a  tenet,  which  is  contradicted 
3v  the  evidence  of  the  senses,  and  can  be  proved  to  be  true,  only  by  de- 
ifying the  foundation  of  our  assent  to  all  truth,  I  ask  whether  the  divi- 
nity of  our  Saviour  was  not  contradictory  to  the  evidence  of  the  senses  ? 
f  he  clergyman  proves  that  he  w£us  God,  not  from  the  immediate  testimony 
of  sense,  but  by  arguing  from  his  actions  and  declarations,  that  though 
in  appearance  he  was  man,  yet  he  also  was  God.  In  like  manner,  do 
9^e  not  argue  from  the  words  of  our  Saviour,  that  though  the  eucharist 
b^  in  appearance  bread  and  wine,  yet  in  reality  it  is  the  body  and  blood 
yf  CLnst  ?     If  I  perfectly  understand  my  opponent,  I  should  not  doubt 
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With  a  light  and  indulgent  hand,  the  author  of  the 
Remarks  had  ventured  to  touch  an  ancient  sore,  the 
established  doctrine  on  the  subject  of  the  Lord's  sup- 
per. His  sacrilegious  temerity  has  alarmed  the  piety, 
and  provoked  the  indignation  of  my  opponent  That 
learned  clerk  seems  to  fancy  that  the  Catholic  tenets 
alone  are  fair  and  open  game.  At  them  every  hungry 
pr  ill-natured  divine,  every  hunter  after  favour  and  pre- 
ferment, may  direct  the  shafts  of  ridicule  and  misre- 
presentation. It  is  one  of  the  graces  of  the  reforma- 
tion ;  an  appendage  to  the  liberty  of  the  children  of 
•God.  But  the  doctrines  approved  in  the  thirty-nine 
articles  are  sacred  things.  If  a  Catholic  writer  pre- 
sume to  enter  the  veil  of  the  sanctuary,  to  draw  them 
out  of  their  obscurity,  and  exhibit  them  in  their  native 
*polours,  a  thousand  arms  are  raised  to  lash  his  arro- 
■fi,  jgance  and  impiety.  The  Remarker  had  observed  that 
Protestant  doctrine  on  the  Lord's  supper,  appeared 
tti^his  judgment  something  like  nonsense.  It  was  in- 
deed a  harsh  expression  ;  but  I  do  not  conceive  that 
could  offend  the  ears  of  those,  who  so  liberally  bestow 
the  terms  of  absurdity,  superstition,  and  idolatry,  on 
their  adversaries.  Neither  do  I  think  thai  it  was  very 
difficult  to  vindicate  the  propriety  of  his  language.  Let 
us  go  to  the  catechism,  which  the  Durham  clergyman 
is  supposed  to  teach,  and  to  the  thirty-nine  articles, 
which  he  has  subscribed.  The  catechism  is  meant  for 
the  use  of  children ;  we  may,  therefore,  conclude  that 
it  is  accommodated  to  the  weakness  of  their  capacity, 
and  drawn  up  in  plain  and  perspicuous  language. 
Now  in  this  catechism  we  are  taught  *'  that  the  body 
*^  and  blood  of  Christ  are  verily  and  indeed  received  by 
"  the  faithful  in  the  Lord's  supper."  May  I  then  ask, 
'Whether  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  be  there,  or  not? 
They  are  not,  replies  my  opponent ;  nothing  more  is 
received  than  the  graces,  which   Christ's  sacrificed 

tbat  had  he  been  present  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus,  he  would  not  have 
believed  in  the  descent  of  the  Holy  Ghost  over  his  sacred  person,  lest  he 
should  destroy  the  foundations  of  our  assent  to  all  truth.  He  perhaps 
never  learned  that  '*  faith  conieth  by  hearing,  and  hearing  by  the  word 
of  God."— Rom.  X.  17. 
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body  can  yield  us.  Now  I  appeal  to  any  person  ac- 
quainted with  the  English  language,  whether  to  re- 
ceive Christ's  body  and  blood  verily  and  indeed^  can 
naturally  mean  any  other  thing  than  to  receive  it  in 
very  truth  and  deed ;  *  and  whether  the  Remarker 
committed  a  very  egregious  blunder  when  he  asserted 
that  to  receive  in  the  Lord's  supper,  in  very  truth  and 
deed,  that  which  was  acknowleaged  not  to  be  in  Ae 
Lord's  supper,  appeared  to  his  judgment  something 
like  nonsense.  But  from  the  catechism  let  us  proceed 
to  the  articles.  Had  the  bishops  and  doctors,  to  whose 
learning  and  ingenuity  we  owe  them,  been  possessed 
of  the  clear  perceptions  of  the  Durham  clergyman, 
they  would  have  told  us»  that  the  instrumental  cause, 
by  which  we  are  put  in  actual  possession  of  all  the 
graces  which  Christ's  crucified  body  can  yield  us,  is 
given,  taken,  and  eaten,  in  the  Lord's  supper.  This 
doctrine,  whether  it  be  true  or  false,  would  at  least 
have  had  the  merit  of  being  intelligible.  But  they, 
poor  souls,  went  a  more  awkward  way  to  work ;  they 
were  like  the  man. 


■■  Who  now  to  sense^  now  nonsense  leaning, 

Means  not,  but  blunders  round  about  a  meaning. 

They  thought  it  best  to  declare  that  the  body  of  Christ 
is  given,  taken,  and  eaten,  in  the  supper,  only  after  an 
heavenly  and  spiritual  manner,  and  the  mean  whereby 
it  is  received  and  eaten  is  faith.  Now,  that  the  body 
of  Christ  is  given,  taken,  and  eaten,  in  the  supper,  only 
after  a  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner,  is  the  doctrine 

*  **  The  declaration  against  transubstantiation,^'  says  the  Annual 
Review,  ''is  yet  extorted  from  the  members  of  the  house  of  commons,  al- 
though the  Church  of  England  consecrates  that  doctrine  by  maintaining 
that  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  arc  verily  and  indeed  received  by  the 
faithful  at  the  Lord's  supper.  This  may  be  called  consubstantiation  by 
Lutheran  sophistry ;  but  it  only  removes  the  transubstantiation  of  the 
sacramentieil  elements  from  the  chalice  of  the  priest  to  the  mouth  of  the 
communicant  We  comprehend  not,  how  any  evangelical  christiaa^  or 
sincere  member  of  the  Church  of  England,  can  assent  to  this  declaration 
without  feelmg  the  remorse  of  perjury."— Review  for  1806,  p.  b^, 
566. 
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of  Catholics,  and  necessarily  flows  from  our  belief  in  " 
the  real  presence :  for  though  his  body  be  really  there, 
it  is  only  there  after  a  spiritual  and  heavenly  manner. 
But  this  cannot  be  the  true  meaning  of  the  article ; 
and  to  understand  it,  we  must  conceive  *'  the  body  of 
"  Christ"  to  be  a  metaphorical  expression  for  the 
**  graces  which  his  body  can  yield  us."     *'  The  mean 
wh^eby  the  body  is  received  and  eaten  is  faith.*'  This 
appears  to  me  equally  unintelligible.     Whatever  may 
be  understood  by  faith  (I  suspect  it  to  be  an  assur- 
ance of  salvation,  and  then  fanatics  only  will  receive 
the  graces  of  Christ's  body),  it  is  evident  from  it  that 
the  unfaithful  do  not  eat  the  body  of  Christ.     Now  if 
this  had  been  the  doctrine  of  the  apostle,  I  suspect  he 
would  not  have  said,  that  the  unworthy  communicant 
is  guilty y  but  that  he  is  deprived  of  the  body  and  blood 
of  Christ.*    This  at  least,  will,  I  trust,  be  conceded  to 
me,  that  no  man  could,  from  the  mere  perusal  of  the 
article,  deduce  either  what  then  was,  or  now  is,  the 
real   doctrine  of  the  established   church.     Whence 
then,  I  may  perhaps  be  asked,  did  this  obscurity  arise? 
Was  it  intentional  or  unintentional  ?     Had  the  framers 
of  the  articles  no  fixed  notions  on  the  subject,  or  did 
they  differ  in  their  respective  sentiments  ?     If  I  might 
be  allowed  to  reveal  the  scandalous  secret,  I  would  say 
that  the  whole  business  was  a  mere  politico-theologi- 
cal juggle.    The  fathers  of  the  reformation  could  agree 
in  repudiating  the   Catholic  creed :    they  could  not 
agree  in  any  other  to  substitute  in  its  place.     Truth  is 
one :  it  is  the  centre  of  the  circle ;  recede  from  it,  and 
you  may  wander  to  any  point  of  the  circumference- 
The  new  doctors,  in  the  pride  of  evangelical  liberty^ 
believed  one  day  one  thing,  and  another  day  another  ;; 
and  as  men  and  circumstances  changed,  the  creed  o 
the  English  church  was  improved  or  corrupted  by  sue 
cessive  alterations.     The  first  book  of  common-praye 

*  On  this  subject  I  will  refer  the  reader  to  Bishop  Beveridge's  explan. 
ation  of  the  catechism,  p.  145.     It  is  amusing  enough  to  observe  witJ 
what  ingenuity  the  right  reverend  prelate  gradually  slides  through  thr^ 
pages  from  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  till  he  at  last  rests  on  a  secuC 
standing-place,  the  graces  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ, 
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was  a  work  of  godly  travel :  the  commons,  lords,  and 
infant  head  of  the  church,  pronounced  it  to  have  been 
composed  with  the  aid  of  the  Holy  Ghost;*  and  in 
this  second  gospel  the  communion  was  ordered  to  be 
delivered  with  the  following  words  : — The  body  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christy  which,  was  given  for  thee,  preserve  thy 
body  and  soul  into  everlasting  life.  But  it  was  soon  dis- 
covered that  this  form  savoured  of  the  corruption  of 
popery ;  within  a  few  years,  though  it  had  been 
adopted  by  the  aid  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  it  was  ex- 
punged, and  a  new  form  substituted  by  the  aid  of  the 
same  divine  spirit.  The  eucharist  was  no  longer  the 
body  of  Christ ;  by  the  magic  touch  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment, it  was  converted  into  a  bare  remembrance  of  his 
death :  f  Take  and  eat  this  in  remembrance  that  Christ 
died  for  thee;  and  feed  on  him  in  thy  heart  by  faith  and 
thanksgiving.  At  the  same  time  the  articles  of  reKgion 
were  framed,  and  by  them  it  was  declared,  that  it  did 
not  become  any  of  the  faithful  to  profess  that  there  is  a 
real  or  corporal  presence  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ 
in  the  holy  eucharist.  This  new  form,  with  the  decla- 
ration in  the  articles,  gave  offence  to  many  whose 
minds  could  not  keep  pace  with  the  principal  refor- 
mers, in  the  godly  career  of  innovation ;  and  in  the 
third  of  Elizabeth  it  was  determined  to  quiet  their 
alarms,  and  to  allure  them  to  the  established  church, 
by  adopting  a  language  more  comformable  to  their 
feelings  and  belief.  Hence,  in  the  delivery  of  the 
communion,  both  the  forms  of  Edward  VI.  were 
ordered  to  be  united,  that  the  objections  of  the  Ca- 
tholic might  be  removed,  without  offending  the  scru- 
ples of  the  orthodox  believer ;  and  in  the  article,  the 
denial  of  the  real  presence  was  obliterated,  and  in  its 
stead  an  explication  introduced,  which,  according  to 
the  prejudices  or  judgment'  of  the  reader,  might  from 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  worded,  denote  either  the 
real  existence  or  the  real  non-existence  of  Christ's 
body  and  blood  in  the  Lord's  supper.  This,  I  believe, 
will  prove  to  be  the  true  history  of  the  obscurity  whicli 

♦  2  and  3  Ed.  VI.  c.  i.  f  5  and  6  of  Ed.  VI.  '^ 
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•  prevails  in  every  official  document  on  the  nature  of  the 
j^acrament;   the  best  interpretation  of  the  unknown 
tongue>  under  v^rhich  the  established  church  has  chosen 
to  veil  her  real  sentiments.* 

2.  On  the  invocation  of  saints,  the  clergyman  asks 
one  question,  and  hazards  two  observations.  He 
asks,  whether  in  the  supposition  that  their  intercession 
be  solicited,  not  with  Christ,  but  with  God  the  Fa- 
ther, or  the  blessed  Trinity,  the  Remarker  be  willing- 
to  allow  that  an  injury  is  done  to  the  one  mediator- 
ship  of  Christ  ?  I  will  answer  for  the  Remarker  ia 
the  negative,  provided  their  intercession  be  supposed, 
to  rest  on  the  merits  of  Christ.  Now  if  he  will  taka^ 
the  trouble  to  look  at  the  five  prayers  which  he  has. 
transcribed,  he  will  find  that  they  all  end  with  the^ 
words  "  Through  Christ  our  Lord  J* 

1^  asserts  that  when  Protestants  pray  for  their  fel- 
low-creatures here  upon  earth,  their  prayers  are  im- 
puted to  their  own  account.  "  We  may  hope,  in- 
**  deed,  but  dare  not  affirm,  that  they  may  sometimes 
*'  be  serviceable  to  them  who  are  the  subjects  of 
"them."  If  this  doctrine  be  true,  it  must  follow, 
that  St.  Paul  was  no  Protestant;  for  he  desired  the 
Romans  to  pray  for  him,  not  that  their  prayers  might 
be  imputed  to  them, .  but  that  he  might  be  delivered 
from  the  unbelievers. f  I  even  tremble  for  the  ortho- 
doxy of  the  venerable  Bishop  of  London  himself,  who 
exhorts  every  sincere  christian  to  persevere  in  that 
most  benevolent  office  of  interceding  for  all  mankind.;); 
M^re  that  learned  Prelate  to  study  theology  at  the 
feet  of  our  Durham  Gamaliel,  he  would  learn  that  to 
intercede  for  others,  instead  of  being  a  benevolent, 
was  a  selfish  office ;  that  it  might  indeed  be  imputed 
to  us,  but  no  one  could  affirm  that  it  was  beneficial  to 
them.  From  what  part  of  the  sacred  text  did  th^ 
clergyman  glean  this  article  of  his  creed  ?  §. 

*  See  Gilbert,  Bishop  of  Sarum,  on  the  39  articles,  art.  28. 
t  Rom.  XV.  30,  31. 
i  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  381. 

§  Perhaps  from  Gen.  xviii.  32,  where  God  promises,  upon  Abra^ 
ham's  intercession,  to  spare  Sodom  for  the  sake  of  ten  men,  if  term 
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He  proceeds  to  insinuate,  that  when  Catholics  so- 
licit the  intercession  of  the  blessed  in  heaven,  it  is, 
"  because  they  dare  not  address  our  Redeemer  for 
''  mercy,  dare  not  rely  on  his  merits  alone  for  the  ac- 
"  ceptance  of  their  sincere  aud  humble  supplications  ; 
*'  of  consequence,  that  they  distrust  and  dishonour 
"  his  mediation,  and,  by  such  usages,  deserve  the 
"  censure  of  every  zealous  christian."  I  must  again 
beg  of  him  to  look  at  the  example  of  St.  Paul.  When 
that  apostle  desired  the  Romans  to  pray  for  his  deli- 
verance, was  it  '*  because  he  durst  not  address  his 
"  Redeemer,  or  rely  on  his  mercy  alone  for  the  ac- 
"  ceptance  of  his  supplication?"  Did  he  then  "  dis- 
**  trust  and  dishonour  the  mediation  of  Christ,  and 
**  deserve  the  censure  of  every  zealous  christian  ?" 
Either  St.  Paul  was  ignorant  of  the  rudiments  of 
christian  theology,  or  our  new  teacher  has  yet  to  learn 
them^ 

The  next  subject  in  the  order  of  the  Bishop's 
Charge  is  that  of  penance.  To  learn  on^what  terms 
the  sinner  may  expect  to  make  his  peace  with  an 
offended  God,  is  certainly  a  matter  of  great  import- 
ance, and,  from  its  importance,  must  forcibly  arrest 
the  attention  of  those  who  undertake  to  frame  a  reli- 
gious creed.  In  the  primitive  church,  the  penitent 
sinner  was  condemned  to  a  long  course  of  fasting  and 
austerity,  and  this  discipline  was  then  conceived  to  be 
founded  on  the  clearest  evidence  of  the  inspired  writ- 
ings. When  the  reformation  began  to  prosper,  there 
was  reason  to  fear  that  its  authors,  from  their  known 
partiality  to  primitive  fervour  and  primitive  doctrine, 
would  introduce  the  ancient  system ;  but  fortunately 
for  mankind,  they  compassionated  the  weakness  of 
our  nature,  and  instead  of  subjecting  their  disciples  to 
the  penitential  canons  of  past  ages,  very  liberally 
emancipated  them,  even  from  the  restraints  which 
popery  still  continued  to  impose  upon  sinners.     Now 

jighteous  men  were  found  in  it ;  perhaps  from  Exodus,  xxii.  30,  where 
moses  makes  atonement  for  the  sin  of  the  people;  perhaps  from  Job 
3tlii.  7,  where  the  Lord  receives  the  intercession  of  Job  for  his  friends. 
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as  the  Bishop  had  condemned  the  Catholic  doctrine^ 
on  the  subject  of  penance,  it  was  not  rash  to  infer^ 
that  he  concurred  in  opinion  with  the  fathers  of  his- 
fjaiith;  and  the  Remarker  had  in  consequence  com- 
mented on  his  right  reverend  adversary  with  some  de- 
gree of  severity-  His  comments  have  provoked  the 
indignation  of  the  clergyman,  who  feels,  or  affects  to 
feel,  for  the  insult  oflfered  to  his  Bishop,  and,  with  a- 
stentorian  voice,  accuses  the  Remarker  of  "  a  gross. 
**  and  glaring  perversion  of  the  opinion  of  the  prelate."' 
**  It  would  be  a  mockery,"  he  exclaims,  "  to  pretend 
"  to  think  it  unintentional ;  it  would  be  a  mere  affec- 
**  tation  of  charity  to  regard  your  insulting  tone,'^ 
&c.  &c.* 


TantsBDc  animis  coelestibus  ira?! 


Bf  I  know  the  Remarker,  he  would  not,  I  am  sure, 
pervert  or  misrepresent  the  opinion  of  any  man,  piuch 
less  of  so  respectable  a  prelate  as  the  Bishop  of  Dur- 
ham. But  is  it  certain  that  the  Bishop^s  opinioa 
has  been  perverted  ?  By  condemning  the  doctrine  of 
the  Church  of  Rome,  as  a  denial  of  the  efficacy  of 
Christ's  passion,  does  he  not  also  deny  the  necessity 
of  works  of  penance  ?  Is  it  not  his  opinion,  that  no- 
thing more  is  necessary  for  repentance  than  sorrow  for 
fast  sin,  and  a  sincere  desire  to  amend  in  future  ?  If 
am  mistaken,  I  shall  be  happy  to  acknowledge  my 
mistake ;  but  if  I  am  not,  does  not  his  doctrine  then 
whisper  these  comfortable  w^ords  into  the  ear  of  the 
sinner?  You  need  not  fear  the  rigours  of  penance. 
To  weep  and  pray,  to  fast  and  give  alms,  to  repent  m 
sackcloth  and  ashes,  belonged  only  to  the  Jewish  dispensa- 
tion. All  that  is  now  required  is  to  be  sorry,  and  amend;- 
and  this  may  be  done  when  you  can  sin  no  longer.  I  do 
not  mean  to  say  that  the  right  reverend  prelate  would 
preach  in  this  manner;  but  I  maintain  that  his  doc- 
trine, supposing  it  to  be  as  I  have  conceived  it,  will 
naturally  lead  to  such  consequences. 

But  let  us  listen  to  the  declamation  of  the  clergy- 

*  Clergyman's  Letter,  p.  30. 
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3rian.  In  his  zeal  to  convict  the  Remarker,  he  has 
had  the  misfortune  to  condemn  the  Bishop;  and  while 
he  accuses  his  opponent  of  the  crime  of  misrepresent- 
ation, he  imputes  the  disgrace  of  ignorance  to  his 
patron.  The  doctrine,  he  tells  us,  which  the  prelate 
meant  to  condemn,  was  that  which  teaches  ^'  the  im- 
position of  penances  to  be  absolutely  necessary  to 
obtain  pardon  for  sin,  and  the  performance  of  the 
penance  enjoined  (or  indulgence  for  non-perform- 
ance) to  be  requisite  for  the  restoration  of  the  sin- 
ner." If  this  be  all,  the  Remarker,  I  have  no  doubt, 
will  subscribe  to  his  lordship's  censure.  It  is  a  doc- 
trine which  we  are  as  willing  to  anathematize  as  he  is  : 
it  would  not  be  suffered,  without  animadversion,  in 
any  Catholic  writer.  I  am  happy  to  find  that  for  once 
we  can  agree. 

The  next  point  in  succession  is  communion  under 
one  kind.  I  am  sorry  to  lead  the  reader  to  such  un- 
interesting subjects.  The  Bishop  had,  at  least,  the 
merit  of  exhibiting  his  old  matter  under  a  new  form, 
and,  by  marshalling  his  arguments  in  three  divisions, 
was  enabled  to  intrust  one  to  the  patronage  of  each  of 
the  three  persons  of  the  most  blessed  Trinity.  This 
was  novel  and  curious.  But  the  clergyman  ''  is  a 
"  dull  matter-of-fact  enquirer,"*  He  has  been  content 
to  revive  antiquated  objections,  and  to  dress  them  in 
the  same  garb  they  wore  two  centuries  ago.  I  am 
compelled  to  reply  in  the  same  style;  and  if  the 
r^iader  be  sometimes  fatigued  with  the  dulness  of  the 
matter  or  the  method,  I  hope  that,  instead  of  ac- 
cuMng  the  insipidity,  he  will  compassionate  the  fate 
of -the  writer,  condemned  to  the  wearisome  task  of 
refuting  sophisms,  and  unmasking  misrepresentations, 
which  have  been  refuted  and  unmasked  a  thousand 
times  before. 

The  clergyman's  first  observation  is,  that  the  argu- 
ment from  authority  will  weigh  nothing  against  the 
express  injunction  of  our  Lord.  The  Remarker  did 
not  adduce  it  to  prove  that  it  is  lawful  to  isolate  the 

*  Clergyman's  Letter,  p.  8. 
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injunction  of  our  Lord,  but  to  prove  that  no  such  in- 
junction was  ever  given.  The  clergyman  maintains 
that  there  was;  the  Remarker  that  there  was  not. 
Supposing  them  equal  in  judgment,  the  dispute  must 
either  be  decided  by  authority,  or  must  remain  for 
ever  undecided,* 

He  continues  to  observe,  ''  that  the  Bishop  and  tha 
"  church  of  which  he  is  a  member,  consider  the  wine- 
**  as  part  of  the  matter  of  the  sacrament :  that  there  is^ 
"  no  authority  to  affirm  the  sacrament  to  be  received 
"  at  all,  if  all  that  constitutes  the  matter  is  not  received:- 
"  that  there  is  no  more  reason  for  considering  the  re- 
"  ception  of  the  cup  as  only  a  part  of  the  manner,  thaa 
*^  for  thinking  the  same  of  the  bread  also;  and  that  if 
"  each  may  be  omitted  separately,  both  may  be  omit- 
**  ted  together,  f"  This  is  a  most  curious  specimen  of" 
logical  acumen.  So  then,  if  the  Durham  clergymaa 
have  a  rich  living  in  view,  and  know  of  two  methods  by, 
either  of  which  he  may  procure  it,  he  will  sit  down  ia 
his  chair,  and  thus  reason  coolly  with  himself.    I  may 

J)rocure  the  living  by  either  of  these  two  methods;  there- 
ore  each  may  be  omitted  separately :  but  "  if  each  may 
*'  be  omitted  separately,  both  may  be  omitted  toge- 
**  ther: "  therefore  I  will  omit  both,  and  I  shall  infallibly 
procure  the  living !  But  is  it  certain  that  the  church  of 
which  he  is  a  member,  teaches  the  wine  to  be  part  of  the 
matter  of  the  sacrament;  and  that  if  it  be  not  received, 
there  is  no  authority  to  affirm  that  the  sacrament  is  re- 
ceived at  all  ?  I  have  some  reason  to  doubt  it.  1 .  It 
is  very  probable  that  a  great,  if  not  the  greater^,  part  of 
the  wine  used  in  the  church,  is  of  English  manufacture, 
that  is  to  say,  no  wine  at  all.  If  then  without  the 
wine  there  be  no  sacrament,  it  will  not  be  rash  to  as- 

*  The  clergyman  wishes  for  some  proof  that  communion  under  one 
kind  was  always  partially  admitted.  I  shall  at  present  refer  him  to 
Pope  Leo,  Serm.  IV.  de  Quad.  torn.  i.  p.  217;  Eusebius,  Hist.  1.  vi. 
c.  44,  p.  200;  the  Eleventh  Council  of  Toledo,  Concil.  torn.  vi.  can. 
11;  St.  Cyprian  de  Lapsis,  p.  133;  St.  Auf^ustine,  Epist.  98,  dim 
23;  Paulinas,  ViL  St.  Ambroaii,  No.  47;  Tertullian  ad  Uxor.  lib. 
xi.  c.  5.  p.  J  69. 

t  Clergyman's  Letter,  p.  31. 
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sert  that  the  communion  is  frequently  administered  to 
very  little  purpose.  2.  I  have  a  very  great  authority 
to  produce  against  the  Bishop,  even  the  authority  of 
own  church.  In  the  first  of  Edward  VI.  c.  1,  it  was 
enacted,  '^  that  the  most  blessed  sacrament  be  here- 
"  after  commonly  delivered  and  ministered  unto  the 
"  people  under  both  kinds,  that  is  to  say,  of  bread  and 
"  wine,  except  necessity  otherwise  require : "  and  the 
king,  immediately  after,  iji  his  quality  of  head  of  the 
church,  issued  a  proclaination  to  the  satne  effect,  in 
the  very  same  words.  /This  statute  was,  indeed,  re- 
pealed by  Mary,  but  was  re-enacted  by  1  Elizabeth, 
c,  1.  Now,  unless  we  say  that  Edward,  in  the  pleni- 
tude of  his  ecclesiastical  power,  with  the  concurrence  of 
his  parliament,  dispensed  from  the  injunction  of  Christ, 
it  will  follow  that  the  English  church  did  not  originally 
conceive  the  wine  to  be  an  essential  part  of  the  sacra- 
ment. For  those  who  say  that  one  kmd  should  not  be 
administered  commonly^  grant  that  it  may  be  done 
sometimes :  and  by  specifying  the  case  of  necessity, 
acknowledge  the  propriety  of  the  doctrine  that  teaches 
only  one  kind  to  be  essential  to  the  sacrament.  But 
if  he  object  to  the  authority  of  his  own  church,  he  cer- 
tainly will  yield  to  that  of  its  great  forefather,  the  ad- 
venturous Luther.  According  to  that  infallible  divine, 
"  They  sin  not  against  Christ,  who  use  one  kind  only, 
**  seeing  Christ  has  not  commanded  to  use  both. 
*'  Though  it  were  an  excellent  thing  to  use  both  kinds 
**  in  the  sacrament,  and  Christ  has  commanded  nothing 
**  in  this  as  necessary,  yet  it  were  better  to  follow  peace 
'*  and  unity,  than  contest  about  kinds."  So  much  for 
authority.* 

The  clergyman  again  endeavours  to  prove  that 
Christ  actually  commanded  all  christians  to  receive 
under  the  form  of  wine.  The  only  semblance  of  such 
a  command  is  to  be  found  in  the  words — Drink  ye  all 

*  Lib.  de  Capt.  Babyl.  c.  de  Euch.  Epist.  ad  Bohemos,  in  declar. 
ESach.  et  in  Serm.  de  Euch.  I  quote  from  an  English  translation,  as 
the  original  Latin  is  not  in  my  possession.  I  know  he  also  wrote 
against  communion  in  one  kind  ;*  but  that  reformer  built  his  faith  on 
scripture,  and  he  could  make  scripture  speak  pro  and  con,  just  as  it 
suited  his  purpose. 
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of  it.     Now  let  us  consider  the  circumstances  in  whicfit 
these  words  were  spoken.     Our  blessed  Redeemear 
was  seated  at  supper  with  his  twelve  apostles:  he^ 
took  the  bread  and  brake  it,  and  divided  it  among- 
them:    he  then  took  the  cup,   but  as  he  could  not 
divide  it  in  like  manner,    he    gave   it   among  them, 
saying,  —  "  Drink    ye  all  of    it."      And,     observes 
an  Evangelist,  "they  all  drank  of  it."     Now  these 
words,  we  are  told,  were  addressed  not  only  to  the 
apostles,  but  also  to  every  christian.     Yet  is  there  the 
least  proof  of  the  assertion  ?  I  have  never  met  witlx 
any.     And  still,  because  we  are  unwilling  to  submit 
our  own  judgment  to  that  of  men,  who  have  no  reason, 
to  suppose  themselves  superior  in  that  faculty  to  our- 
selves, and  who  acknowledge  themselves  to  be  the  fal- 
lible disciples  of  a  fallible  church,  we  are  to  be  abused, 
as  corrupters  of  religion,  derogators  from  the  command, 
of  Christ,  and  mutilators  of  the  sacrament!  As  to  the 
distinction  between  the  matter  and  the  manner:  we 
acknowledge  the  wine  to  be  part  of  the  matter  of  the 
sacrifice,  but  we  deny  it  to  be  necessarily  part  of  the 
matter  of  the  sacrament.*    I  could  wish  to  know, 

*  In  answer  to  the  Remarker's  oberservation  on  I  Cor.  xi.  27.  the 
clergyman  maintains  that  the  true  meaning  is  evident  from  the  preced- 
ing verse,  in  which  is  mentioned  communion  in  both  kinds.     I  am  not 
convinced  that  this  will  serve  his  purpose.     The  twenty-sixth  verse  is 
addressed  in  the  plural  number  to  the  whole  body  of  the  Corinthian 
converts;  and  from  it  may  be  justly  inferred,  that  the  usual  method  of 
administering  the  communion  in  that  city  was  under  both  kinds.     But, 
in  the  next  verse,  the  apostle  changes  his  language,  and  addresses  theoi. 
individually,  and  tells  them  that  whosoever  ate  or  drank  unworthily, 
was  guilty  of  the  body  and  blood  of  the  Lord :  from  which  it  may  with, 
equal  justice  be  inferred  that,  though  the  principal  part  of  the  congre- 
gation received  under  both  kinds,  some  received  under  one  only.     Tho 
clergyman  is  unwilling  to  relinquish  the  and  in  the  English  version - 
He  says,  that  though  the  edition  in  which  the  Remarker  may  read  th^ 
Greek  testament  has  the  disjunctive  or,  yet  several  of  the  oldest  MSS- 
and  versions  have  the  copulative  and.     I  could  wish  to  learn  in  whai^ 
edition  he  has  ever  read  the  Greek  testament  with  the  copulative  ancf^ 
I  suspect  in  none :  and  notwithstanding  the  authority  of  his  MSS.  andL 
versions,  I  have  never  yet  met  ^nth  any  editor,  who  has  had  the  boldness 
to  foist  it  into  the  text.     In  the  old  version  of  the  English  establishec^ 
church  (so  I  am  assured,  for  I  have  not  the  means  of  consulting  it)  ori^ 
ginally  the  disjunctive  or  was  retained.     But  it  was  then  the  doctrine 
of  the  same  church  that  communion  under  one  kind  was  lawful  ir^^ 
some  cases.     Now  that  opinion  is  condemned,  and  therefore  in  the  nevt^ 


"^^hat  makes  the  clergyman  sopositive^  that  wine  i» 

2|)art  of  the  matter!  The  scripture,  indeed,  mentions 

-'^e  cup,  but  it  no  where  mentions  that  the  liquor 

^which  It  contained  was  wine ;  and,  if  I  mistake  not, 

according  to  Protestant  principles,  nothing  is  to  be 

Tjelieved  as  of  faith,  but  what  is  expressly  asserted  in 

^he  holy  scriptures. 

3.  The  subject  of  ritual  observances  shall  soon  be 
dismissed.  The  clergyman  observes  that,  '*  if  they  do 
"  not  not  promote  the  cause  of  true  piety,  they  must 
"  injure  it."  To  this  position  I  most  cordially  assent : 
and  from  it  draw  an  inference  equally  favourable  to  the 
Remarker,  and  unfavourable  to  the  Bishop  and  his 
advocate.  If  the  necessary  effect  do  not  follow,  wq 
may  infer  that  the  cause  does  not  exist :  if  true  piety 
be  not  injured  among  Catholics,  it  will  follow  that 
their  ritual  observances,  so  far  from  proving  injurious, 
are  even  serviceable  to  the  cause  of  virtue.  Now  this 
may  be  decided  by  an  easy  experiment.  Let  the 
Durham  clergyman  compare  the  morals  and  piety  of 
the  next  Catholic  congregation  with  those  of  his  own 
parishioners,  and  then  let  him  say  whether  the  former 
are  inferior  in  that  respect  to  any  of  their  neighbours. 
If  he  cannot,  let  him  cease  to  affirm  that  the  rites  of 
the  Catholic  church  are  injurious  to  piety,  or  deroga- 
tory from  the  sanctifying  influence  of  the  holy  spirit. 

We  cherish  with  respect  such  rites  and  ceremonies 
as  really  belong  to  our  religion.*    They  are  as  monu- 

translation  of  James  I.  which  is  still  in  use,  the  disjunctive  or  has  heen 
magicallj  converted  into  the  copulative  and.  Thus  it  appears  that  the 
good  people  of  England,  while  they  are  persuaded  that  they  huild  their 
belief  on  the  words  of  scripture,  are  in  reality  building  it  on  the  whims, 
or  prejudices,  or  judgments,  of  translators  and  editors  as  fallible  as 
themselves. 

*  The  clergyman  objects  to  pilgrimages,  and  rosaries  or  beads.     As 

to  the  first,  they  may  be  of  advantage  or  disadvantage,  according  to 

circumstances.     They  form  no  part  of  the  Catholic  doctrine :  they  may 

be  made  or  not,  as  may  be  judged  proper.     See  an  account  of  ancient 

pilgrimages  in  the  Antiquities  of  the  Anglo-Saxon  church,  vol  ii.  page 

122.     Rosaries  are  also  a  matter  of  discretionary  devotion.     They 

"^ere  first  adopted  for  the  use  of   the  vulgar,   who  could  not  read. 

A^hether  they  consist  of  Pater  Nosters,  or  of  Ave  Marias,  is  of  little 

Cionsequence.     Some  use  one,  and  some  the  other.     The  Ave  Maria 
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ments  which  attest  its  antiquity  and  authenticity: 
they  have  descended  to  us  from  our  fathers,  arid  prove 
that  our  faith  is  not  of  modern  birth .  Let  the  Durham 
clergyman  read  the  oldest  liturgies  still  extant,  and 
he  will  find  many  of  them  there.  Let  him  read  the 
pentateuch  of  Moses,  and  the  gospel,  and  he  will  find 
many  of  them  there.  He  will  learn  that  some  are  of 
divine  origin,  and  others  almost  as  ancient  as  Chris- 
tianity. It  was,  however,  well  done  of  the  reformers 
to  abolish  them.  What  has  a  modern  religion  to  do  * 
with  ancient  ceremonies?  Or  what  has  the  belief  oF 
the  metaphorical  presence  of  Christ's  body  to  do  with 
rites  established  in  honour  of  its  real  presence  ?  He  is 
angry  that  prayers  of  benediction  should  be  read  over 
the  vestments  used  in  the  celebration  of  the  mass.  Let 
him  peruse  the  benediction  of  the  sacerdotal  vestments 
recorded  by  Moses,  or  St.  Paul's  epistle  to  Timothy, 
and  he  will  then  learn,  that  God  himself  appointed 
such  ceremonies^  and  that  "  every  creature  is  sancti- 
**  fied  by  the  word  of  God  and  by  prayer." 

When  the  magnanimous  fathers  of  the  reformation 
separated  fi-om  the  Church  of  Rome,  one  object  which 
engaged  much  of  their  attention,  was  to  justify  or  pal- 
liate their  schism.  For  this  purpose  every  species  of 
expedient  was  adopted ;  and  among  the  Catholic  doc- 
trines which  they  misrepresented  and  vilified,  was  that 
which  teaches  the  utility  and  necessity  of  good  works. 
The  piety  of  Luther  urged  him  to  retire  as  far  as  pos- 
sible from  the  corruptions  of  Babylon.  With  one 
dash  of  his  pen,  he  magnanimously  abolished  the  obli- 
gation  of  good  works,  and  opened  the  gates  of  heaven 
to  every  man  who  could  only  boast  the  gift  of  an  all- 
saving  faith.*     This  solifidian  tenet,  it  must  be  ac- 

consists  of  two  passages  of  scripture  commemorative  of  the  incarnation 
of  Christ,  and  of  a  petition  that  his  holy  mother  would  pray  for  us. 
The  Durham  clergyman  may,  if  he  please,  become  an  orthodox  Ca- 
tholic, and  never  repeat  it  to  his  death. 

*  Sola  fides  est  necessaria  ut  justisiraus,  caetera  omnia  liberiraa.     In 
cap.  2  ad  Gal.     Nullum  peccatum  inferre  potest  damnationem,  sed 
sola  incredulitas.     De  capt.  Babyl.  torn.  ii.  fol.  171.     De  lib.  Christ 
torn.  V.  fol.  311. 


95 

knowledged,  with  the  Church  of  England  in  her  ar- 
ticles, '*  is  a  most  wholesome  doctrine,  and  very  full  of 
comfort."*  The  restraints  of  religion  are  too  unplea- 
sant to  the  passions  of  men. 

'Tis  prudence  to  reform  her  into  ease, 
And  put  ber  in  undress  to  make  her  please. 
A  lively  faith  will  bear  aloft  the  mind, 
And  leave  the  luggage  of  good  works  behind. 

On  this  head  we  have  undoubtedly  great  obligations 
to  Luther.     Our  blessed  Redeemer  died  for  us,  and 
still  left  the  way  to  happiness  strait  and  rugged ;  the 
new  apostle  rushed  to  the  arms  of  his  faithful  Catha- 
rine, and  made  it  spacious  and  commodious.     After 
Christ,  it  was  still  so  uninviting,  that,  as  he  declared, 
few  would  chuse  to  walk  in  it :  after  Luther,  it  was 
cleared  of  the  thorns  of  virtue,  and  might  with  ease  be 
trodden  by  thousands.     His  disciples,  however,  have 
gradually  learnt  to  blush  at  the  extravagance  of  their 
master:    in  the    course  of  time  they  have  silently 
abandoned  his  school,  and  have  returned,  on  this  point 
at  least,  nearer  to  the  doctrine  of  scripture  and  com- 
mon sense.     But  the  unnatural  portrait  which  their 
great  patriarch  had  drawn  of  the  Catholic  doctrine,  they 
still  cherish  with  filial  respect,  and  consider  as  an  invalu- 
able legacy.   It  appears  to  be  at  present  in  the  joint  pos- 
session of  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  and  the  clergyman  of 
the  diocese  of  Durham:  poor  Elijah,  if  I  may  judge  from 
his  pamphlet,  has  no  share  in  the  property.     The  right 
reverend  prelate,  in  his  charge,  was  content  to  advert 
to  what  he  called  the  presumptuous  doctrine  of  the 
Church  of  Rome  concerning  the  merit  of  good  works  ; 
and  the  author  of  the  Remarks  demonstrated  in  reply, 
that  this  presumption  existed  no  where  but  in  the 
heated  imagination  of  his  lordship.     The  clergyman 
»vill  not  permit  such  an  answer  to  escape  uncensured. 
tn  the  most  forcible  language,  he  contends  that  his 
Caricature  is  a  faithful  likeness,  and  that  the  pencil  of 
:lie  Remarker  has  treacherously  concealed  every  harsh 
uad  forbidding  feature.     ''  You  tell  us  something,"  he 
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exclaims,  ^'  but  you  do  not  tell  us  all.  Does  not  your 
*'  church  also  require  you  to  believe  that  good  works 
"  actually  merit  their  reward,  and  that  they  may  do 
**  more  than  m^rit  it?  That,  unprofitable  servants  as 
*'  you  are,  some  among  you  may  yet  bestow  of  their 
'*  superabundant  goodness,  to  improve  the  condition 
'*  and  alleviate  the  punishment  of  their  less  righteous 
''  brethren  ?"  Such  interrogations  appear  to  him  equal 
to  a  victory ;  and  he  concludes,  at  some  distance,  with 
advising  the  Remarker  "  never  more  to  yield  to  the 
**  tempting  hope  of  strengthening  his  cause  by 
/'  stratagems,  which  have  been  hitherto  proscribed  by 
"  the  laws  of  literary  warfare."  As  to  his  advice,  his 
opponent,  probably,  would  send  him  to  those  lines  of 
the  poet  : 

Dii  te,  Damasippe,  desque 
Fenim  ob  consilium  donent  tonsore. 

In  answer  to  his  questions  I  shall  reply,  that  our 
church  does  not  require  us  to  believe  either  that  our. 
good  works  merit  their  reward,  in  the  sense  which  he 
attaches  to  the  word  merit,  or  that  they  may  do  more 
than  merit  it,  so  that  some  among  us  may  bestow  of 
their  superabundant  goodness  to  their  less  righteous 
brethren.    In  effect,  the  whole  controversy  between  us 
at  present  on  this  head  is,  I  believe,  a  mere  logoma- 
chia,  ^*  a  windy  war  of  words."     If  a  person  promise 
me  a  reward  on  certain  conditions  with  which  I  com- 
ply, I  may,  I  trust,  without  offering  considerable  vio- 
lence to  propriety  of  language,  say  that  I  have  merited 
or  earned  my  reward ;  even  though  the  reward  were  in 
its  own  nature  to  exceed  the  exact  value  of  my  ser- 
vices.    However,  should  the  propriety  of  the  word, 
merit,  be  disputed,  I  would  not  contend ;  the  acquisi- 
tion of  the  reward  would  be  my  object,  and  if  I  ob- 
tained that,   I   should   be  content,  whether  I  were 
allowed  to  say  I  merited  it  or  not. 

From  good  works  we  naturally  proceed  to  indul- 
gences; a  subject  which  has  often  been  discussed 
by  Protestant  writers,  but  with  more  passion  than 
sincerity.     If  frequency  of  repetition  could  give  to 
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misrepresentation  the  substance  of  truth,  an  indul- 
gence would  be  of  all  scandalous  things  the  most 
scandalous.  The  Bishop  of  Durham  seems  to  have 
adopted  this  principle :  he  conceived  he  might  justly 
assume  the  privilege  of  saying  vrhat  had  been  said  by 
hundreds  before  him ;  and  therefore,  without  hesita- 
tion, condemned  the  practice  of  indulgences  in  terms 
the  most  pointed  and  severe.  But  the  Remarker  was 
not  to  be  intimidated  by  an  episcopal  frown:  he  tore 
the  visor  from  the  face  of  the  supposed  monster ;  and 
loi  its  deformity  vanished,  nor  could  the  critical  eye 
of  the  Durham  clergyman  discover  in  it  one  forbidding 
feature.  But  how  was  this  gentleman's  astonishment 
increased,  when  he  learned  that  indulgences  had  also 
been  favourites  with  the  clergy  of  the  established 
church;  that  his  reverend  brethren  had  frequently 
condescended  to  be  the  venders  of  wares,  which  he 
had  thought  the  exclusive  property  of  a  lady,  some- 
times politely  termed  the  w of  Babylon?    He  h^d 

recourse  to  his  usual  theme,  the  insincerity,  artifice, 
and  legerdemain  of  the  Remarker.  He  accused  him 
of  having  varnished  over,  with  a  deceitful  gloss,  the 
doctrine  of  his  church;  of  confessing,  indeed,  that 
indulgences  are  remissions  of  ecclesiastical  censure, 
or  mitigations  of  punishment  in  this  world,  but  of  con- 
cealing that  they  are  also  **  remissions  of  every  sin, 
^  and  promises  of  eternal  life."  Having  thus  shewn, 
as  he  conceives,  the  difference  between  Protestant 
and  Catholic  indulgences,  he  recovers  his  usual  tem- 
per, and  very  charitably  affects  to  fear  for  the  ortho- 
doxy of  his  dear  friend  the  Remarker,  to  tremble  lest 
his  doctrine  should  involve  him  in  the  same  fate  with 
Luther,  the  parent  of  the  reformation.  I  will  endea- 
vour to  quiet  his  alarm.  The  Remarker  is  in  no 
danger  of  meeting  with  the  fate  of  Luther  in  this 
world ;  and  if  he  will  follow  my  advice,  will  not  be 
Tery  ambitious  of  sharing  it  with  him  in  the  other. 
For  the  information  of  the  clergyman,  I  will  add, 
that  the  Catholic  doctrine  does  not  teach,  that  indul- 
gences are  ^  a  remission  of  all  sins,"  or  even  of  any 
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sins,*  or  that  they  are  **  applications  of  the  super^ 
"  fluous  merits  of  Christ  and  the  saints."  The  first 
of  these  assertions  is  contradictory  to  the  Catholic 
creed;  the  second  is  an  opinion  which  has  been 
maintained  by  speculative  and  ingenious  men ;  but  it 
forms  no  part  of  the  Catholic  faith,  and  may,  without 
danger  of  censure,  be  believed  or  disbelieved  accord- 
ing to  the  Judgment  of  each  individual. 

Before  I  conclude  this  subject,  I  may  be  allowed  to 
ask,  how  the  clergyman  will  prove  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  Catholic  is  more  indulgent  to  the  sinner  than 
the  doctrine  of  the  Protestant  church.  According  to 
the  latter,  as  far  as  I  can  learn,  all  that  is  required  for 
the  remission  of  sin,  is  a  hearty  sorrow  for  the  offence^ 
and  a  fixed  determination  to  amend.  Now  all  this  the 
popes  require  in  their  bulls,  and  besides  this,  confes- 
siod  and  the  performance  of  some  good  work.  Our 
indulgences  considered  in  this  light,  cannot  be  more 
subversive  of  morality  than  the  practices  of  the  esta- 
blished church.  If  the  purity  of  our  doctrine  has 
sometimes  been  polluted  by  the  vices  of  its  teachers^ 
it  ought  not  to  be  matter  of  surprise.  Avarice  could 
infect  one  of  the  apostles  of  Jesus :  can  we  wonder  if, 
at  different  periods,  it  infected  some  of  their  succes- 
sors ?  It  could  even  creep  into  the  church  of  England, 
a  society  small  in  comparison,  and  but  recently  esta- 
blished to  put  down  the  errors  and  corruptions  of 

*  When  these  expressions  peccatOrum  indulgentia  or  remi$sio  oc^ 
cur  in  grants  of  indulgences,  they  are  perfectly  understood  by  Ca- 
tholics, though  not  in  the  sense  of  the  Durham  clergyman.  Ab  an 
indispensible  condition^  it  is  required  that  the  sinner  shall  have  previ* 
ously  performed  whatever  the  Catholic  Church  considers  necessaiy  for 
the  remission  of  sin;  and  then  only  she  grants  him  a  remission  of  thd 
canonical  penance,  or  temporal  punishment,  to  which  he  ought  to  be 
subjected  Hence  it  is  evident  that  an  indulgence  cannot  be  a  pardon 
for  sin,  since  the  sin  is  supposed  to  have  been  already  pardoned.  A» 
to  the  ingenious  comment  on  attrition  in  page  37,  it  is  founded  on  a 
mistake.  No  Catholic  divine  ever  taught  that  the  sinner  could  bo  re- 
conciled to  God  without  a  firm  resolution  of  amendment;  neither  did 
the  council  assert  that  attrition  sf^fficec^  but  that  it  disposed  the  suitttf 
to  obtain  die  remission  of  his  offences,     Sess.  1^  c.  4, 
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popery :  can  we  wonder,  if  it  has  sometimes  found  its 
way  into  a  body  infinitely  more  numerous,  and  which 
has  subsisted  through  a  long  succession  of  ages  ?  Ca- 
tholics have  lamented  these  abuses  as  much  as  Pro- 
testants can  do :  and  if  my  opponent  will  consult  the 
acts  of  the  councils  during  the  two  centuries  preceding 
the  reformation,  he  will  find  in  them  canons  as  severe 
and  apposite,  as  any  which,  for  a  similar  purpose, 
have  been  enacted  by  the  present  church  of  England. 
Should  it  then  be  asked,  why  these  abuses  were  not 
abolished  before  the  council  of  Trent,  the  clergyman 
cannot  be  at  a  loss  for  an  answer.  He  must  be  well 
aware  of  the  common  defect  of  all  religious  establish- 
ments. "  When  abuses  have  once  crept  into  them, 
"  which  will  ever  attend  every  government  and  every 
**  institution  administered  by  men,  the  want  of  that 
"  quick  discernment  of  faults,  which  is  oftener  found 
**  in  enemies  than  in  friends,  prevents  many  disorders 
"  from  being  rectified,  many  abuses  from  being  re- 
'^  formed,  and  many  spirited,  yet  salutary,  measures 
"from  being  carried  into  execution."*-     This  truth 

*  See  an  elegant  and  instructive  tract,  An  enquiry  into  the  moral 
and  political  tendency  of  the  religion  called  Roman  Catholic^  printed 
for  Roliinsons  and  Faulder,  1 790,  p.  27.  As  the  Remarker  is  indebted 
to  the  Durham  clergyman  for  an  indulgence  published  by  Gregoiv 
VIII.,  I  hope  he  will  accept  in  return  one  or  two  Protestant  indul- 
gences. The  first  was  published  by  the  pious  Luther,  and  contains  a 
peipetiud  indulgence  for  the  commission  of  adultery  in  certain  circom- 
staoees.  That  it  may  be  concealed  from  the  eye  of  the  profane,  I 
shall  transcribe  it  in  the  original  language.  "  Ut  non  est  in  mcis  viri^ 
*'  bus  situin,  ut  vir  non  sim,  tarn  non  est  etiam  mei  juris,  ut  absque  mu- 
**  Kara  sim.     Rursum  ut  in  tua  raanu  non  est,  ut  femina  non  sis,  sic  nee 

**  in  te  est,  ut  absque  viro  degas Tertia  ratio  divortii  est,  ubi  alter 

**  aheri  te  subduxerit,  ut  debitam  bcnevolentiam  persolvere  nolit,  aiit 
**  habitare  cum  eo  renuerit. — Hie  opportunum  est,  ut  maritus  dicat :  ^* 
"  tu  noUieriSf  altera  volet :  Si  domina  nolit,  adveniat  ancillaJ*^  Oper* 
Lntii*  fid.  Wirt.  tom.  v.  fol.  119,  123.  The  second  was  an  indulgence 
granted  by  Luther  and  seven  other  divines,  to  Philip,  Landgrave  of 
Hesse,  to*have  two  wives  at  the  same  time.  For  the  edification  of  tlie 
public  I  shall  extract  a  few  passages,  and  translate  them  into  fin^ish. 
The  bull  itself  may  be  seen  in  the  original  Latin,  in  Bossuot's  Varia- 
tions, 1.  ?i«  In  hn  dtMhradon  to  Luther  and  Melancthon,  Uie  Land- 
ffrwe  had  informed  th^,  that  he  had  never  loved  his  wife,  that  he 
had  not  been  i^thfiil  to  her  more  than  three  weeks,  and  that.h^  could 
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has  been  fully  exemplified  in  the  reformed  churdr  of 
England. 

On  the  celebration  of  the  liturgy  in  an  unknown 
tongue,  the  clergyman  is  content  with  referring  his 
adversary  to  1  Cor.  xiv.  which  he  considers  a  posi- 
tive condemnation  of  the  Catholic  practice.  I  have 
read  the  whole  chapter  with  great  attention,  and  the 
consequence  is  a  conviction  in  my  mind,  that  our  in- 
tellects have  been  cast  in  two  very  different  moulds. 
Of  that  which  he  sees  so  clearly,  I  have  been  unable 
to  discover  the  faintest  trace.  I  do  not  observe  that 
the  apostle  ever  mentions  the  liturgy,  or  so  much  as 
refers  to  it :  all  his  animadversions  seem  to  be  directed 
against  the  vanity  or  insubordination  of  the  converts^ 
who  were  eager  to  display,  in  the  assembly  of  the 
faithful,  the  graces  which  they  had  received,  and,  by 
their  extemporary  discourses,  frequently  disturbed  the 
harmony  of  the  service.  Still  the  apostle  indulges 
them  in  the  use  of  unknown  tongues,  but  under  cer- 
tain limitations,  to  prevent  disedification  and  scandal ; 

Dot  abandon  the  dissolute  state  of  life  in  which  be  lived.  Fortbaie 
re&sons  he  begs  a  dispensation  to  have  two  wives.  In  their  answer, 
after  some  preliminary  observations,  they  proceed  thus : — "  But  if  your 
"  highness  do  not  abstain  from  an  impure  life,  because  jou  say  it  is 
"  impossible  for  you  to  do  so,  we  should  wish  that  your  highness  were 

"  in  a  better  state  before  God But  if  your  highness  be  ftiUy  re- 

"  solved  to  take  another  wife,  we  judge  that  it  ought  to  be  done  secretly, 
*'  as  we  have  said  above  with  respect  to  the  dispensation ;  that  is  to  say, 
"  that  none  but  the  lady  herself,  and  a  few  trusty  persons  obliged  to 
**  secrecy  under  the  seal  of  confession,  know  any  thing  of  the  matter. 
"  Hence  it  will  not  be  attended  with  any  important  contradiction  or 
"scandal.  For  it  is  not  unusual  for  princes  to  keep  mistresses;  and 
*•  though  the  vulgar  should  be  scandalized,  the  more  prudent  woaU 
understand  this  moderate  method  of  life,  and  Would  prefer  it  to  adul- 
tery, or  other  bnital  and  foul  actions.  There  is  no  need  of  being 
much  concerned  for  what  men  will  say,  provided  all  go  right  with 

"  conscience Your  highness  hath  therefore  not  only  the  approbation 

'  of  us  ally  in  a  case  of  necessity,  but  also  the  considerations  which  we 

"  have  made  thereupon We  are  most  ready  to  serve  your  highness. 

'*  Dated  at  Wittemberg,  the  Wednesday  after  the  feast  of  StTNicho- 
*'las,  1539. 

'*  Martin  Luther,  Adam, 

**  PaiLip  Melancthon,      John  Lsningue, 

"  Martin  Bucer,  Justice  Wintperte, 

"  Antbont  Corvin,  Diontsius  Melanther/' 
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and  I  hope  that  those  who  so  forcibly  urge  against 
Catholics  the  obligation  of  complying  with  the  com- 
mand of  St.  Paul,  will  not  refuse  to  give  us  the  ex- 
ample by  following  it  themselves.  We  will  suppose, 
for  a  moment,  that  my  reverend  adversary  has  asi- 
sented  to  this  proposition;  then  the  service  in  his 
church  will  be  arranged  in  the  following  very  edifying 

mannec. 

As  soon  as  the  clergyman  shall  have  read  the  liturgy 
according  to  the  book  of  common  prayer,  one  of  his 
parishioners  (whether  clerk  or  layman  is  no  matter) 
will  rise,  and,  in  a  most  impressive  manner,  harangue 
the  audience  in  some  foreign  language,  perhaps  in 
High  Dutch.     The  moment  he  is  silent,  a  second 

Ereacher  will  succeed  in  Arabic ;  and  he  will  be  fol- 
>wed  by  a  third  in  Chinese.  After  the  orators,  the 
apostle  commands  the  interpreter  to  explain ;  and  the 
clergyman  must  take  this  diflScult  oflSce  on  himself, 
unless  he  chance  to  be  assisted  by  the  learned  Messrs. 
Faber  and  Granville  Sharpe,  the  enlightened  exposi- 
tors of  the  book  of  Revelations.  Prophesying  will 
close  the  service ;  and  every  man  who  can  persuade 
himself  that  he  feels  the  impulse  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
will  claim  a  right  to  groan  out  the  yearnings  of  his 
soul  into  the  ears  of  his  brethren.  In  this  place,  how- 
ever, I  am  sorry  to  inform  the  ladies,  that,  though  the 
female  tongue  appears  to  be  far  better  adapted  to  the 
office  of  prophesying  than  that  of  the  other  sex,  yet 
the  apostle  is  positive  in  his  prohibition.  They  must 
be  content  to  sit  in  silence,  and  listen  with  deference 
to  the  lectures  of  the  male  prophets.*  This  is  a  pic- 
ture of  the  system  of  divine  service,  which  the  im- 
prudence of  the  converts  compelled  the  apostle  to 
sanction  with  his  approbation.     But  it  is  evident  that 

•  If  auy  speak  in  an  unknown  tongue,  let  it  be  by  two  or  at  most 
by  three,  and  that  by  course ;  and  let  one  jnteq)rot.  Let  tbe  prophets 
speak  two  or  tiuree,  and  let  the  others  judge.  If  any  thing  be  revealed 
to  another  that'sitteth  by,  let  the  first  hold  his  peace.  For  ye  may  all 
prophesy  one  by  one.  Let  your  women  keep  silence  in  the  churches : 
for  it  is  not  permitted  unto  them  to  speak.  1  Cor.  xiv.  27,  29, 30% 
31,  34. 
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both  his  approbation  and  censure  were  confined  to  a 
temporary  object ;  and  that,  at  the  cessation  of  mira- 
culous gifts,  they  became  a  dead  letter,  the  mere  tes- 
timony of  disorders  which  once  had  existed,  and  were 
never  likely  to  be  revived. 

Sometimes,  when  I  have  amused  myself  with  look- 
ing into  the  book  of  common  prayer,  1  have  found  it 
difficult  to  persuade  myself  that  I  was  not  reading  an 
unknown  tongue.  1  will  instance  a  passage  or  two 
for  the  instruction  and  edification  of  my  readeia. 
"  Let  them  not  see  the  sun.  Or  ever  your  pots  be 
*'  made  hot  with  thorns ;  so  let  indignation  vex  him 
"  even  as  a  thing  that  is  raw.*  Judah  is  my  lawgirer. 
"  Moab  is  my  wash-pot.  Over  Edom  will  I  cast  my 
"  shoe.  Philistia,  be  thou  glad  of  me.f  Though  ye 
"  have  lien  among  the  pots,  yet  shall  ye  be  as  the 
"  wings  of  a  dove ;  that  is,  covered  with  silver  wings, 
*'  and  her  feathers  like  gold.  And  the  hill  of  Basan, 
''  so  is  God's  hill ;  even  an  high  hill,  as  the  hill  of 
"  Basan.  Why  hop  ye  so  high,  ye  high  hillsf  *  J  Not 
is  this  unknown  tongue  confined  to  the  book  of  com- 
mon prayer :  it  is  extended  even  to  the  book  of  homi- 
lies, that  model  of  pastoral  eloquence,  which  the 
church  of  England  proposes  to  her  clergy.  What  fe- 
male of  the  present  day  could  understand  the  fi^Uow- 
ing  elegant  apostrophe? — "  O  thou  woman,  not  a 
"  christian,  but  worse  than  a  panim,  thou  minister  of 
'*  the  devil,  why  pamperest  thou  that  carrion  flesh  so 
*'  high,  which  sometimes  doth  stink  on  the  earth  as 
"  thou  goest?  Howsoever  thou  perfumest  thyself,  thy 
"  beastliness  cannot  be  hidden,  or  overcome  with  thy 
**  smells  and  savours :  but,  perchance,  some  dainty 
"  dame  will  say,  and  answer  me,"  &c. 

On  the  Vulgate  translation  of  the  scriptures,  the 
clergyman  has  been  sparing  of  his  comments:  I 
shall  beg  leave  to  be  more  difiuse.  It  is  a  subject, 
respecting  which  much  misrepresentation  was  for- 
merly circulated,  and  which  has  been  treated  with  no 

*  1 1th  day,  morning  prayer.  f  Same  day,  evening  prayer. 

X  13th  day,  morning  prayer. 
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simall  degree  of  prejudice  by  some  modern  controver- 
sialists.^ 

*  Here  I  may  be  allowed  to  observe,  tbat  the  blast  of  the  episco- 
pal tnuDpet  has  lately  awakened  from  his  slumbers  a  watchman 
of  the  holy  cify,  the  Rev.  George  Stephenson,  M.  A.  vicar,  of 
KeUoe,  curate  of  Bishop wearmouth,  and  formerly  fellow  of  Magdalen 
Collegew  In  consequence  of  the  Bishop's  charge^  this  indefatigable 
divine  has  composed,  preached  and  published  twenty  sermons, 
for  the  charitable  purpose  of  exposing  the  abominations  of  the  Church 
of  Rome.  His  work  does  at  least  honour  to  the  moral  character  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Bishopwearmouth.  It  proves  that,  in  the  opinion  of  their 
pastor,  daring  twenty  weeks  there  was  no  need  of  proposing  to  their 
consideration  any  subject  of  piety  or  morality.  At  the  same  time,  I 
feajr,  it  is  some  reflection  on  their  intellectual  attainments.  I  do  not 
conceive  that  the  curate  of  Bishopwearmouth,  had  he  believed  his 
fariahioners  to  be  possessed  of  common  sense,  could  have  thought  it 
neoesiaiy  to  warn  them  against  seduction  to  a  religion  so  absurd  as  that 
whioh  he  has  delineated  in  his  pages.  I  may  also  say,  that  I  admire 
the  taste  of  the  man  who  could  delight  in  raking  together  so  much  tilth 
out  of  the  common  sewers ;  his  book  is  scarcely  made  up  of  any  thing 
dse.  But  my  principal  reason  for  calling  the  attention  of  the  reisuier  to 
this  publication,  was,  to  notice  the  manner  in  which  he  has  treated  the 
subject  on  which  I  am  now  engaged ;  anil,  unfortunately,  he  has  ireaiad 
all  the  rest  in  nearly  the  same  manner. 

Accipe  nunc  Danaum  insidias,  et  crimine  ab  uno 
Disce  omnes. 

He  tells  us,  p.  325,  tbat  the  Church  of  Rome  has  declared,  "  that  the 
^*  holy  scriptures  were  not  composed  for  the  use  of  the  multitude,  but 
(' only  of  their  spiritual  teachers;  and,  under  this  pretext,  has  ordered 
"  them  to  be  taken  from  the  people,*'  &c.  I  answer  that  the  Church  of 
Rome  never  did  issue  such  a  declaration.  If  I  am  wrong,  let  him  pro- 
duce it  '•  In  Spain  the  Bible/'  he  says,  "  is  locked  up  from  the  laity : 
"  the  use  of  it,  in  their  own  tongue,  is  forbidden,  under  the  severest 
"  penalties.^'  Yet  in  Spain  it  is  permitted  in  their  own  tongue,  and 
the  fihpauiards  boast,  that  their  translation  is  the  roost  elegant  of  all  those 
that  have  hitherto  been  made  in  any  of  the  vulgar  languages.  He  says, 
p.  329,  that  the  English  Romanists  have  a  version,  but  are  not  per- 
mitted to  read  it  without  a  licence.  Let  him  ask  the  first  Catholic  he 
meets  in  Bishopwearmouth,  and  from  him  lie  may  learn  the  coiiliary. 
The  French  Romanists,  he  continues,  have  no  authorized  translation  in 
ihcir  language.  I  answer,  that  they  have  several,  sorao  of  great  anti- 
quity, others  of  more  modem  date.  They  have  a  version  by  Des  Moulins 
made  in  1294,  and  one  by  De  Presle  in  1380,  a  third  by  Lo  Fevre 
printed  in  1528,  a  fourth  by  the  Louvain  doctors  in  1550,  a  hfth  by 
Corbin  in  1643,  and  a  sixtii  by  Sacy  in  1672.  There  are  also  autho- 
lised  translatioju  in  Germany  and  Italy,  and,  I  have  no  doubt,  in  all 
other  Catholic  countries.    Hence  wo  may  form  some  judgment  of  Mr. 


104 

1 .  Of  all  the  ancient  versions  of  the  sacred  writings, 
the  Vulgate  has  obtained  the  highest  degree  of  praise 
from  the  ablest  biblical  students,  both  Protestants  and 
Catholics ;  and  it  possesses,  in  another  respect,  an  in- 
valuable advantage  over  all  modern  translations.  ^  It 
was  adopted  in  the  Latin  church  long  before  the  birth 
of  those  controversies,  which  at  present  divide  the 
children  of  the  reformation  from  the  communion  of 
Rome.  Its  author  or  authors,  therefore,  cannot  be 
accused  of  any  bias  or  partiality,  which  might  induce 
them  to  pervert  the  meaning  of  the  passages  connected 
with  the  subjects  in  debate. 

2.  Soon  after  the  reformation,  Europe  was  inundated 
with  a  flood  of  biblical  translations,  some  of  which  were 
disgraced  by  the  most  corrupt  doctrines,  and  glaring 
perversions  of  the  meaning  of  the  original.  In  these 
circumstances,  it  became  necessary  for  the  Catholic 
Church  to  fix  on  some  particular  version,  and  propose 
it  for  the  instruction  of  her  children.  The  judgment  of 
the  fathers  of  the  council  of  Trent  selected  the  Vulgate; 
and  it  was  decreed  that  in  all  public  lectures,  disputes, 
sermons,  and  interpretations,  that  version  alone  should 
be  considered  as  authentic.  The  meaning  of  this  word 
has  been  perverted  by  the  ingenuity  of  our  adversaries. 
By  the  council  it  was  understood  to  denote,  that,  in  all 
points  of  importance,  the  Vulgate  contained  the  true 
word  of  God,  so  that  it  might  be  safely  perused  without 
any  danger  of  error  in  faith  and  morals  :  and  here  I 
may  observe,  that  by  this  decree  the  Catholic  Church 
did  no  more  than  Luther  and  Calvin  did  by  their  re- 
spective versions  and  the  Church  of  England  does, 
at  the  present  day,  by  her  translation  of  the  scriptures. 

3.  By  declaring  that,  among  the  versions  of  that  pe- 
riod, the  Vulgate    alone    should    be  considered  as 

Stephenson's  attention  to  veracity,  and  wonder  how  any  man  could 
utter  such  falsehoods  from  the  pulpit,  and  in  the  name  of  the  God  of 
truth, — or  how  he  could  conceire,  that,  hy  such  misrepresentation,  he 
was  fulfilling  his  duty  of  announcing  glory  to  God  on  high,  and  jteaee 
to  men  on  earth.  If  the  reader  will  take  the  trouble  to  compare  Mr. 
Des  Mahb'  work  with  its  pretended  refutation  by  Mr.  Stephenson,  he 
will  easily  learn  which  of  the  two  defends  the  bedier  cause. 
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authentic,  the  council  did  not  mean  to  confer  on  it  a 
superiority  over  the  originals.  Yet  this  is  a  calumny, 
which  has  given  birth  to  much  petulant  invective 
against  the  spiritual  tyranny  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
and  much  insulting  commiseration  for  the  spiritual 
blindness  of  her  disciples.  Would  those  who  use  such 
language,  spend'  a  year  in  some  Catholic  university, 
they  would  learn  with  what  application  the  originals 
are  studied,  with  what  freedom  they  are  cited,  and  how 
often  their  authority  is  alledged  against  certain  pas- 
sages of  the  Vulgate  in  the  public  disputations.  Before 
the  decree  of  the  council,  the  Catholics  had  published, 
and  after  it  continued  to  publish,  corrected  and  im- 
proved editions  of  the  Greek  and  Hebrew  scriptures. 

4.  Much  less  was  it  the  intention  of  the  council  to 
decree,  that  the  Vulgate  was  free  from  faults.  It  has 
frequently  been  emended  by  the  orders  of  the  Roman 
pontiffs,  and  many  Catholic  writers  have  exercised 
their  abilities  in  discovering  and  publishing  the  nature 
of  these  errors.  Is  there  nothing  to  correct  in  the  au- 
thorised version  of  the  present  church  of  England  ? 

6.  Neither  is  it  true  that  Catholics  lock  up  the 
scriptures  from  the  knowledge  of  the  laity.  Let  our 
adversaries,  if  they  can,  produce  for  this  assertion  the 
decree  of  any  council,  the  bull  of  any  pope,  the  statute 
of  any  provincial  synod,  or  the  oroer  of  any  bishop. 
They  know  that  they  cannot.  Their  only  resource  is 
the  prohibition  in  the  index.  I  must,  however,  ob- 
serve, that  the  index  has  not  the  power  of  declaring 
articles  of  Catholic  faith,  orW  forming  canons  of  ge- 
neral discipline.  Its  authority  was  always  very  con- 
fined, and  in  many  Catholic  countries  was  never 
acknowledged.  Yet  this  very  prohibition  contained  in 
the  index,  is  only  conditional,  and  has  always  been 
considered  as  a  temporary  regulation.  At  a  time, 
when  every  species  oi  impiety  was  taught  by  fanati- 
cism, and  supported  by  texts  from  the  vernacular  ver- 
sions of  the  scripture,  Pius  IV.  thought  it  adviseable, 
that  in  every  parish,  the  propriety  or  non-propriety  of 
reading  the  sacred  writings  in  the  vulgar  tongue,  should 
be  left  to  the  discretion  and  judgment  of  the  curate. 
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Had  this  regulation  been  adopted  in  the  Protestant 
churches,  it  would  have  spared  the  christian  religion 
many  an  extravagance,  at  which  she  was  compelled  to 
blush.  We  should  not  then  have  heard  of  the  famous 
John  of  Leyden,  who,  by  interpreting  the  bible,  made 
himself  king  of  Munster,  and  introduced  polygamy 
among  his  disciples ;  nor  of  David  of  Delft,  who,  besides 
the  virtue  last  mentioned,  taught  another  equally  cre- 
ditable, that  of  incest ;  nor  of  Herm  annus,  the  cobbler 
of  Optzant,  who  professed  to  be  the  son  of  God,  drank 
in  the  spirit  from  a  hogshead  of  strong  beer,  and  then 
exclaimed,  ''  Kill,  cut  the  throats  of  all  the  monks  and 
*'  popes.  Repent,  repent ;  for  your  deliverance  is  at 
"  nand."  Neither  should  we  have  heard  of  William 
Simpson,  ^^  who  was  moved  of  the  Lord  to  go  naked 
'*  in  markets,  courts,"  &c.  nor  of  Nailor,  who,  freed 
from  the  incumbrances  of  dress,  entered  Bristol  on 
horseback,  while  the  inspired  multitude  shouted  So- 
sanna  to  the  son  of  David;  nor  of  the  London  leather- 
seller,  vnth  the  edifying  name  of  Praise-God  Barebone, 
and  his  still  more  saintly  brother  with  the  more 
impressive  name  of.  If  Christ  had  not  died  for  thee,  thou 
hadst  been  damned^  Barebone.  During  this  period  of 
religious  insanity,  while  the  human  mind  was  prepared 
for  the  reception  of  every  extravagance,  it  was,  per- 
haps, wisely  done  to  prohibit  the  lecture  of  the  scrip- 
ture to  those  whom  their  pastors  did  not  think  incapable 
of  such  folly.  What  has  the  reformation  obtained  by 
the  opposite  conduct?  It  has  divided  Christendom 
into  a  thousand  different  sects,  disseminated  an  indiffe- 
rence to  all  religious  truth,  and  kept  the  poor  in  a  state 
of  the  most  distressing  ignorance :  and  still,  with  these 
facts  staring  them  in  the  face,  men  can  come  forward, 
and  reproach  the  Catholic  church  with  obstructing  the 
diffusion  of  scripture  knowledge ;  that  church  which, 
since  the  reformation,  has  been  constantly  employed  in 
carrying  the  light  of  the  gospel  to  infidel  nations; 
which,  before  that  period,  subdued  the  ferocity  of  the 
barbarous  tribes  that  dismembered  the  Roman  empire ; 
which  led  our  pagan  ancestors  from  the  alters  of  Woden 
to  those  of  the  living  God ;  and  to  which  every  people 
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that  has  learned  to  bow  the  knee  to  the  divinity  of 
Jesus^  is  indebted  for  the  knowledge  of  that  sacred 
name. 

Thus  have  I  patiently  travelled  through  the  pages  of 
a  pamphlet,  which  its  own  author  has  ingenuously  pro- 
nounced to  be  dull  and  heavy.  The  tediousness  of  the 
road  was  not  relieved  by  one  object  capable  of  awaken- 
ing curiosity,  or  of  arresting  attention.  I  am  glad  we 
have  done.  The  clergymsui  concludes  his  letter  with 
an  advice,  to  which  the  Remarker  probably  would  an- 
swer in  the  words  of  an  old  proverb :  Physician,  cure 
thyself.  At  parting  I  may  be  allowed  to  add  one  ob- 
servation :  That  at  a  time  when  every  arm  should  be 
raised  to  repel  the  common  enemy,  it  is  folly  to  disturb 
unanimity  by  disseminating  religious  discord.  Of  those 
who  have  thought  proper  to  adopt  such  conduct,  I  may 
applaud  the  intentions,  but  I  must  condemn  the  bi- 
gotry. They  may  be  friends  to  the  church  in  their 
hearts :  their  pens  are  its  most  dangerous  enemies. 


REPLY 

TO 

THE  REV.  THOMAS  LE  MESURIER, 

RECTOR   OF   NEW»TON  LONGVILLE* 


Alter  rixatnr  de  land  saepe  caprind, 
Propugnat  nugis  armatus :  scilicet ;  ut  non 
Sit  raihi  prima  fides,  et  vere  quod  placet,  ut  non 
Acriter  elatrem,  pretinm  setas  altera  sordet. 


TVlTH  the  preceding  pages  I  had  flattered  mysel^^ 

that  the  controversy  was  closed :   a  recent  publication- - 

has  convinced  me  of  my  mistake.*     From  the  county- 
of  Bucks,  from  his  watch-tower  of  Newnton  Longville,   — 
the  Rev.  Thomas  Le  Mesurier  has  sounded  the  alarm.  — 
His  orthodoxy  has  been  taught  to  tremble  for  the  safety""'^ 
of  the  Established  Church ;  and  an  imperious  duty  has 
compelled  him  to  warn  his  brethren  against  the  delusive 
sophistry  of  a  work,  "  which,  from  its  lively  and  enter- 


*  See  a  pamphlet  with  the  multifarious  title  of  "  A  reply  to 
observations  of  the  Right  Reverend  Dr.  Milner,  including  some  notic 
of  the  transactions  of  1791,  and  1793;  of  Dr.  Troy's  pastoral  charge 
of  the  Pope's  rescript ;  of  the  Remarks  upon  the  Bishop  of  Durham* 
charge ;  of  the  acts  of  the  council  of  Constance ;  Mr.  Sydney  Smith' 
sermon,  and  other  matters."'     Farrago  libclU ! 
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^*  taining  stile,  he  fears  is  likely  to  become  popular.'-* 
What  pleasing  tales  the  vanity  of  an  author  may  have 
whispered  in  the  ear  of  the  rector  of  Newnton  Long- 
ville,  is  not  for  me  to  divine.  His,  undoubtedly,  is  a 
name  well-known  among  the  amateurs  of  the  art  of 
^wrangling.  He  has  measured  weapons  with  the  Edin- 
burgh reviewers,  and  the  Monthly  reviewers ;  with 
Dr.  Lawrence,  Dr.  Milner,  and  Dr.  Troy ;  and  his  nu- 
merous scars,  the  evidences  of  many  a  well-fought 
battle,  bear  an  honourable  testimony,  if  not  to  his  suc- 
cess, at  least  to  his  courage.  If  then  he  be  dissatisfied 
-with  the  services  of  those,  who  have  already  undertaken 
the  defence  of  the  Bishop's  charge ;  f  if  he  think  him- 
self better  qualified  to  meet  the  Remarker  in  the  field 
of  controversy,  he  has  certainly  a  right  to  make  the 
experiment.  It  will  be  for  the  church,  in  whose  cause 
he  professes  to  fight,  to  appreciate  his  merits,  and  to  re- 
ward his  success,  or  lament  his  temerity. 

Mr.  Le  Mesurier  appears  to  have  studied  controver- 
sial tactics  in  the  classic  pages  of  Homer.     Like  the 
heroes  of  that  poet,  he  does  not  rush  inconsiderately 
to  the  conflict,  but  arrests  his  impetuosity  to  inquire 
into  the  parentage  and  character  of  his  opponent.     It 
will  be  uncourteous  in  me  to  refuse  so  small  a  satis- 
faction.    Be  it  then  known  to  him  that  the  Remarker 
is  no  "  false  brother  of  the  Established  Church,''  even 
though  he  may  display  **a  familiarity  with  Greek 
**  epigrams  and  Greek  proverbs.''  Neither  is  he  joined 
in  communion  with  "  the  Socinian  Aikin;"   though  it 
be  his  opinion,  that  of  all  the  sects  which  have,  sprung 
from  that  prolific  parent  the  reformation,  the  Socmians 
liave  the  fairest  claim  to  the  name  of  Protestants.J 

•  Ibid,  p.  208. 

t  See  two  publications  entitled,  a  Protestant's  Reply,  and  a  Letter 
"to  the  author  of  the  Remarks,  by  a  clergyman  of  the  diocese  of  Dur- 

t  If  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  will  honour  the  last  page  of  the  Remarks 
ymiik  a  second  perusal,  he  will  learn  that  its  author  had  directed  his 
cittack,  not  against  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  taught  by  the  Esta- 
Uished  Church,  but  against  the  doctrine  of  the  Bishop  respecting  the 
practices  of  the  Catholics.  In  p.  173,  he  also  accuses  the  Remarker  of 
iridicoling  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  because  Gregory  XIII.  baJ 
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Nor  of  the  Edinburgh  and  Monthly  reviewers  does  hfe 
know  much  more,  than  that  they  have  often  taught 
him  to  laugh  at  the  expense  of  the  rector  of  Newnton 
Longville.  The  Remarker  is  a  Catholic,  not  one, 
"  whose  religious  sentiments  sit  very  loose  upon  him," 
but  a  Catholic  from  conviction,  who,  though  he  has 
never  taken  the  oath  or  creed  of  Pious  IV.  believes  all 
the  religious  tenets  of  his  church  with  as  much  since- 
rity, to  say  the  least,  as  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  does  the 
thirty-nine  articles  to  which  he  has  subscribed ;  and 
who  esteems  it  his  pride  and  happiness  to  belong,  not 
to  any  modem  sect,  but  to  that  great  society  of 
christians,  which  derives  its  descent  in  a  direct  and 
uninterrupted  succession  from  the  apostles.  With  this 
explanation  I  trust  he  will  be  satisfied. 

The  subject  which  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  has  selected 
for  the  first  trial  of  his  strength  with  the  author  of  tiie 
Remarks,  is  an  accusation  which  the  Bishop  has  fre- 
quently brought  against  the  Church  of  Rome ;  that  by 
its  corruptions  it  had  been  the  parent  of  French  infi- 
delity, and  of  course  was  chargeable  with  all  the  hor- 
rors of  the  French  revolution.  To  this  indictment  the 
Remarker,  in  the  name  of  his  church,  pleaded  not 
guilty.  From  the  speculations  of  the  Bishop  he  ap- 
pealed to  the  evidence  of  history.  He  moved  for  a 
writ  to  enquire  who  was  the  true  parent  of  the  child. 
He  contended  that,  in  reality,  modern  atheism  was  the 
offspring,  not  of  popery,  but  of  Protestantism :  that  the 
French  were  only  the  scholars  of  the  English  infidels : 
and  that  these  were  indebted  for  their  superior  illumi- 
nation to  the  intrepidity  with  which  they  pushed,  to 
their  full  extent,  the  fimdamental  principles  of  the  re- 
formation.*   To  a  genealogy  so  well  corrobated  by 

communicated  the  Trinitarii,  But  to  be  a  polemic  it  is  not  uecessaiy 
to  te  fiu^quainted  with  ecclesiastical  history :  otherwise  Mr.  Le  Mesurier 
must  have  known  that  the  persons,  who  in  that  age  were  called  Trioi- 
tarii,  were  those  who  rejected,  not  those  who  admitted,  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity. 

*  In  the  very  outset  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  gives  a  very  favourable  speci- 
men of  his  abilities  as  an  advocate.  The  Bishop  had  assigned  as  one 
of  his  reasons  for  ascribing  infidelity  to  popery,  that  it  was  liable  to 
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dates  and  facts,  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  found  himself  com- 
pelled to  yield  a  faint  and  reluctant  assent ;  but  for  the 
concession  he  has  amply  consoled  himself  by  the  dis«» 
covery  of  an  argument,  which  he  trusts  will  still  prove 
the  Bishop's  accusation  to  be  perfectly  correct.  He 
tells  us,  that  in  England  the  writings  of  the  infidels 
made  no  impression  on  the  great  body  of  the  inhabi- 
tants ;  because  the  common  people,  having  the  word 
of  God  before  tneir  eyes,  were  not  to  be  talked  out 
of  their  religion.  They  only  became  mischievous, 
when  they  were  translated  into  the  languages  of  the 
countries  in  which  the  people  were  debarred  all  ac- 
cess to  the  truths  of  the  gospel,  and  their  minds  re- 
volted at  the  superstition  and  frauds  of  the  Romish 
priests.*  Here  again  we  have  speculation :  let  us  try 
its  accuracy  by  the  most  faithful  of  tests,  its  agree- 
ment with  facts.  In  comparing  the  common  people 
in  England  with  the  common  people  in  France,  does 
Mr.  Le  Mesurier  take  the  latter  as  they  were  before, 
or  as  they  were  during  the  revolution  ?  In  the  first  sup- 
position, he  has  assumed  that  which  it  will  be  incum- 
bent on  him  to  prove.  I  have  no  hesitation  to  assert 
that,  before  the  revolution,  the  writings  of  the  infidels 
had  made  but  little  impression  on  the  mass  of  the 
common  people  in  France.  Their  attachment  to  all 
the  practices  of  their  religion  was  equal,  or  rather  it 
was  far  superior,  to  that  which  is  manifested  at  the 
present  day  by  the  same  class  in  England.  Whoever 
has  witnessed  the  crowds,  which  filled  on  a  Sunday 
the  parish  churches  in  France,  and  the  scanty  attend- 

ihe  objections  of  thinking  men :  and  the  Romarker  very  natarally  ex- 
proned  h\»  sorprise  that  these  thinking  men  did  not,  after  discovering 
the  errors  of  popeiy,  discover  also  the  troths  of  protestantism.  Why 
did  they  prefer  atheism  to  it?  Oh!  says  Mr.  Le  Mesurier,  thinking 
does  not  always  im^y  thinking  right  (p.  1 96).  Be  it  so.  It  will  only 
follow  that,  in  the  Bishop's  opinion,  the  thinking  men,  who  have  ob- 
jections to  popery,  are  those  who  do  not  think  right.  Pray !  how  did 
ike  Bishop  thinJk,  when  he  objected  to  popery,  that  it  was  derogat(My 
from  the  honour  of  God  the  Father,  the  mediatorship  of  God  the  Son, 
and  the  sanctifying  influence  of  God  the  Holy  Ghost  ?  Is  he  also  to 
be  etcladed  from  the  number  of  thinking  nden,  who  think  right? 
•  Ee  Mesur.  p.  107. 
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ance  which  is  generally  given  to  them  in  this  country, 
will  acknowledge  the  truth  of  my  assertion.  The  re- 
ligion of  the  great  body  of  the  French  people  might  be 
termed  enthusiasm,  in  opposition  to  the  indifference,  the 
cold  neglect,  of  the  common  people  in  this  kingdom. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  meant  to 
compare  the  religious  conduct  of  the  English,  at  the 
present  day,  with  that  of  the  French  during  the  revo- 
lution, the  comparison  was  unfair.  You  must  place 
each  in  a  similar  situation,  before  you  can  legitimately 
draw  the  inference.  During  the  paroxysm  of  revolu- 
tionary phrenzy,  it  was  not  surprising  if  the  infidels, 
who  had  assumed  the  powers  of  government,  were 
able,  under  the  influence  of  terror,  and  the  seduction 
of  liberty,  to  persecute  the  ministers,  and  suspend  for 
a  time  the  exercise  of  religion.  For  this  temporary 
desertion  of  their  creed,  the  great  body  of  the  people 
atoned  by  the  alacrity  with  which  they  returned  to  the 
Catholic  worship,  at  the  first  dawn  of  internal  tran- 
quillity. Their  subsequent  conduct  has  shewn  that 
the  doctrines  of  infidelity  had  never  taken  root  in  their 
hearts.  If,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  England  instead 
of  France  had  been  the  theatre  of  the  revolution,  and 
the  English  clergy  had  displayed  that  determined  op- 
position to  the  views  of  the  demagogues,  which  distin- 
guished the  French  clergy,  does  not  Mr.  Le  Mesurier 
believe,  that  the  established  church  also  would  have 
fallen,  its  dignities  have  been  abolished,  and  its 
wealth  confiscated  ?  Yet  could  he  justly  have  ascrib- 
ed such  a  catastrophe  to  the  infidelity  of  the  common 
people  ? 

But,  he  will  ask,  were  not  the  people  in  France 
"  debarred  all  access  to  the  truths  of  the  gospels,  and 
*'  were  not  their  minds  revolted  at  the  superstitions 
"  and  frauds  of  the  Romish  priests  ?"  The  first  part 
of  the  interrogation  alludes,  I  conceive,  to  the  well- 
known  objection  respecting  the  scriptures  in  a  vulgar 
tongue,  which  has  been  already  noticed  in  several  parts 
of  this  controversy.  Here  I  shall  only  add,  that  in 
most,  perhaps  in  all,  the  dioceses  in  France,  the  more 
advanced  among  the  children  were  obliged,  on  every 
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Sttndfty  and  toany  holidays,  to  repeat  by  heart  in  the 
parish  church,  the  epistle  and  gospel  for  the  day :  a 
singular  method  of  •*  debarring  them  all  access  to  the 
**  truths  of  the  gospel!"    As  to   the  frauds  of  the 
Xiomish  priests,  I  can  only  pity  the  prejudice  or  the 
ig'norance  of  the  man  who  has  brought  the  objection. 
A.  Romish  priest  is  no  longer  an  unknown  character  in 
'this  island.    There  was  a  time,  when  Protestant  libe- 
rality was  allowed  to  paint  him  in  the  most  hideous 
colours :  and  I  have  known  many  an  orthodox  church- 
man stare  at  a  Catholic  clergyman,  as  if  he  were  an 
ourang  Outang,  or  an  infernal  being  in  human  shape. 
But  tiiese  days  have  passed  away.     Hundreds  of 
Romish  priests,  and  those  too  from  the  very  country 
to  which  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  alludes,  have  lately  dwelt 
among^  us.    Their  moral  and  religious  conduct  has 
been  open  to  the  eyes  of  every  beholder :  and  I  am 
Convinced  that  tio  one,  who  cultivated  their  acquaint- 
ance, will  be  ashamed  to  assert,  that  they  were  as 
i^cere  in  their  belief,  and  as  incapable  of  fraud,  as  th^ 
Rector  of  Newnton  Longville  or  his  brethren. 

Were  I  to  follow  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  step  by  step 
through  the  remaining  pages  of  his  pamphlet,  I  should 
only  weary  both  myself  and  the  reader.  Of  his  argu- 
ments, many  have  been  already  noticed  in  the  course 
of  this  controversy ;  and  those  who  wish  for  more  in- 
formation on  such  subjects,  may  consult  the  theolo- 
gians, who  have  professedly  discussed  the  opposite 
claims  of  the  two  churches.  My  object  will  only  be 
to  offer  a  few  observations  on  certain  passages,  which 
strike  me  as  peculiarly  novel,  or  peculiarly  interesting. 
.In  page  201,  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  has  amused  himself 
with  drawing  a  long  and  tedious  parallel  between  the 
real  or  supposed  doctrines  of  the  churches  of  Rome  and 
England  respecting  the  remission  of  sin.  Now,  reader, 
what  think  you  is  the  object  of  this  parallel  ?  A  sin- 
gular one  indeed  it  is :  no  other  than  to  determine, 
lAich  of  the  two  holds  out  to  her  children  the  greatest 
-«acouragement  for  the  perpetration  of  crimes.  The 
^laim  of  superiority,  as  was  to  be  eixpected,  he  awards 
•o  the  Church  of  Rome :  but  before  I  state  the  reason 
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on  which  he  grounds  his  decision,  I  may  be  alloi^ed  to 
observe,  that,  if  the  Catholic  doctrine  invites  to  sin,  the 
conduct  of  Catholics  exhibits  a  moral  phenomenon, 
highly  deserving  of  investigation.  We  are  made,  I 
presume,  of  the  same  materials  as  our  protestant  neigh- 
bours ;  our  breasts  feel  the  influence  of  the  same  pas- 
sions ;  our  virtue  is  exposed  to  the  same  temptations. 
Thus  far  our  circumstances  are  similar:  but  then 
comes  the  great  discriminating  difierence.  It  is  the 
happiness  of  the  Protestant  to  practice  a  pure,  una- 
dulterated worship,  which  unfolds  to  hig  eye  the  moral 
truths  of  the  scriptures,  opposes  a  strong  barrier  to  the 
impulse  of  the  passions,  and  checks  the  diffusion  of 
vice :  while  it  is  the  misfortune  of  the  Catholic  to  pro- 
fess a  religion,  which  studiously  conceals  the  scrip- 
tures from  the  eyes  of  the  people,  encourages  sin,  and 
urges  to  the  gratification  of  illicit  desire.  Now,  if 
these  premises  be  true,  what  other  conclusion  can  be 
drawn  from  them,  than  that  of  all  classes  of  christiai^, 
the  Catholics  must  be  the  most  depraved.  But  is  such 
reasoning  justified  by  experience  ?  I  call  on  the  Rec- 
tor of  Newnton  Longville  to  make  the  enquiry.  Let 
him  compare  the  morals  of  the  nearest  Catholic  con- 
gregation with  the  morals  of  his  own  Protestant  pa- 
rishioners, of  those  who  have  had  the  happiness  to 
receive  from  his  own  lips  the  saving  truths  of  the 
gospel,  and  then  let  him  say  whether  the  Catholics 
yield  to  them  in  piety  or  virtue.  If  they  do  not,  as  I 
trust  they  do  not,  let  him  endeavour  to  reconcile  this 
fact  with  his  opinion  respecting  the  immoral  tendency 
of  their  creed.  A  similar  invitation  I  have  already 
made  to  two  of  the  Remarker's  opponents.  They  have 
had  the  prudence  to  decline  it.  We  shall  soon  learn 
if  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  be  more  adventurous. 

Knowing,  as  from  my  profession  I  must  know,  the  ^ 
true  nature  of  the  Catholic  worship,  and  convinced,  as  ^ 
from  long  experience  I  am,  that  it  is  hostile  to  the  ex-  - 
istence  of  vice  in  any  of  its  shapes,  it  was  with  much  -i 
surprise  that  L  first  read  Mr.  Le  Mesurier's  extraordi-  - 
nary  assertion.  I  was  anxious  to  learn  on  what  foun — 
dation  it  rested ;  and  was  informed,  that,  according;  to-^ 
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the  Catholic  doctrine,  *•  be  you  as  great  a  sinner  as  you 
**  please,  the  church  has  power  to  absolve  you,  if  you 
**  will  but  submit  to  the  penance  which  she  may  im- 
**pose."  Were  even  such  our  doctrine,  I  might  still 
cJoubt  whether  the  inference  were  legitimate :  but  I 
itnust  be  allowed  to  ask  Mr.  Le  Mesurier,  from  what 
profession  of  Catholic  faith  he  drew  his  information  ? 
]B[ad  the  assertion  been  only  sported  in  one  of  those 
ephemeral  sermons,  which  the  charity  of  some  Protes- 
t;ant  clergymen  prompts  them  occasionally  to  preach 
against  us,  it  might  have  passed  unnoticed.  From  his 
pulpit,  the  Rector  of  Newnton  liOngville  may  pour  the 
stream  of  his  eloquence  without  the  risk  of  contradic- 
t:ion.  There,  probably,  he  will  be  opposed  by  no 
sceptic  who  may  doubt,  no  critic  who  may  refute  his 
accusations.  With  gaping  mouths  the  pious  flock  will 
devour  his  words,  and  bless  the  orthodox  shepherd  who 
feeds  their  souls  with  such  delectable  manna.  But  to 
bazard  a  charge,  so  devoid  of  foundation,  and  so  easy 
of  detection,  in  a  publication  open  to  the  perusal  both 
of  friends  and  foes,  is  a  dangerous  experiment.  The 
victims  of  calumny  will  not  be  slow  to  assert  their  in- 
nocence ;  and  the  man  who  values  his  character  as  a 
xninister  of  the  God  of  truth,  should  be  careful  how  he 
disgrace  it  with  the  imputation  of  forgery.  Far  be  it 
from  me  to  impute  to  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  any  intentional 
misrepresentation ;  but  I  may  be  permitted  to  lament, 
t:hat  neither  the  experience  of  age,  nor  the  advantages 
of  an  academical  education  have  been  able  to  eradicate 
from  his  mind  the  prejudices  of  the  nursery  : 

The  priest  continues  what  the  nurse  began. 
And  thus  the  child  imposes  on  the  man. 

The  truth  is,  the  doctrine  so  confidently  ascribed  to 

las  is  not  only  not  our  doctrine,  but  the  very  opposite 

to  it.     We  do  not  teach,  that  the  church  has  power  to 

fi;bsolve  the  sinner  as  often  as  he  pleases,  provided  he 

siubmit  to  the  penance  enjoined  bim ;  but  we  do  teach, 

that  no  penance  whatever,  though  even  united  with 

absolution,  will  suffice  for  the  remission  of  one'^ievous 

sin,  Mrithout  contrition :  that  is^  without  a  true  sorrow 
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Ibr  the  offence  coEQnutted  against  God^  a  firm:  reaclu- 
tion  of  amendment,  and  a  disposition  of  mind  to  repair, 
as  circumstances  will  permit,  every  injury  offered  to 
our  neighbour.  These  are  considered  as  conditions 
indispensably  necessary  for  the  forgiveness  of  sin. 
Without  them  we  are  taught  that  no  penance,  no  abso* 
lution,  can  be  of  any  avail.  And  will  Mr.  Le  Mesurier 
undertake  to  prove  that  such  a  doctrine  is  an  encou- 
ragement to  sin  ?* 

2.  But  the  Rector  of  Newnton  Longville  is  not  so 
easily  satisfied.  He  tells  us,  that  the  Catholic  church 
"grants  indulgences  prospectively  for  sins  to  come ;"t 
ai]4  chastises  the  insincerity  of  the  Remarker,  who  had 
preserved  the  most  obstinate  silence  on  that  head.  It 
IS  no  difficult  task  to  vindicate  the  Remarker.  He 
knew  that  indulgences  for  sins  to  come  are  only  ideal 
beings,  which  exist  no  where  but  in  the  writings  of  our 

*  To  a  Catholic  reader  nothing  can  appear  more  extraordinarv  than 
the  confidence  with  which  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  decides  what  is  and  what 
h  not  our  belief,  and  the  profound  ignorance,  which  on  such  occasions 
lie  invariably  betrays.  Of  the  numerous  instances  of  this  assertion, 
with  which  his  answer  to  these  pages  abounds,  I  shall  be  conteDt  ta 
notice  one.  The  doctrine  delivered  above  is  familiar  to  every  Catholic 
fiom  his  childhood,  and  is  contained  in  every  book  of  Catholic  instmc- 
tion  which  lever  saw.  Yet  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  is  confident  it  is  not  our 
doctrino :  he  terms  my  assertion  bold  and  unwarranted  :  he  defies  me 
to  produce  any  authority  in  its  support.  (Supplement  to  reply,  p.  5.) 
Th^  following  authority  is  sufficiently  long  for  a  note,  and  suffioiently 
explicit  to  satisfy  an  unprejudiced  mind.     It  is  taken  firom  a  book  of 

Sayers  composed  by  a  Catholic  prelate,  and  published  for  the  use  of 
e  Catholics  serving  in  the  army  and  navy.  **  You  know  ficom  the 
**  catechisms  you  have  learned,  and  the  books  of  Catholic  instracdoii 
**  you  have  read,  that  the  absolution  of  a  priest  can  be  of  no  service  to 
"  you,  unless  you  be  duly  disposed  to  a  reconciliation  with  your 
"  offended  God,  by  true  faith,  by  a  sincere  sorrow  for  all  your  sins, 
*'  by  a  firm  resolution  never  to  commit  them  again,  and  by  a  willing- 
*'  ness  to  satisfy  God,  and  your  neighbour  also,  as  far  as  justice  re- 
•^*  quires.  Without  these  dispositions  on  your  part,  the  act  of  the  priest . 
^'  would  not  be  ratified  in  heaven  ;  you  would  be  guilty  of  a  profaQa< 
''tion  of  the  sacrament  of  penance,  and  provoke  the  indignation 
^'  the  Almighty  instead  of  obtaining  his  mercy.  It  is  only  when  ha 
'*  sees  you  thus  duly  disposed,  that  God  looses  in  heaven,  what^  by 
*'  his  authority,  and  according  to  the  conditions  of  his  institution^  htf 
*'  minister  looses  on  earth.*' 
t  Le  Mesur.  p.  202. 
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^versaries :  that  they  are  no  more  than  spectres,  con- 
jured tip  by  religious  bigotry,  to  frighten  the  imagina- 
tion of  the  vulgar ;  or  rather,  that  they  are,  to  use  the 
"words  of  the  late  Mr.  Fox  on  a  similar  subject,  no 
"better  than  **  good,  sound,  Protestant  lies."    But  will 
it  be  so  easy  to  vindicate  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Le  Me- 
surier  ?  How  will  he  apologize  for  his  adoption  of  this 
antiquated  forgery  ?    Will  he  say  that  he  had  not  suf- 
£ciently  examined  the  subject,  or  that  he  retailed  the 
<^alumny  on  the  authority  of  others  ?    If  so,  let  me 
advise  him  to  add  the  following  maxim  to  his  collec- 
tion of  controversial  canons,  that  **  it  is  a  breach  of 
*^  common  honesty,  either  to  advance  an  accusation 
^*  against  any  man,  or  body  of  men,  without  having 
**  examined  into  its  truth,  or  to  repeat  it,  when  it  has 
*'  been  proved  to  be  false,  and  without  foundation."* 
3,  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  has  a  third  and  still  more  power- 
ful argument  in  reserve.      He  hopes  to  silence  his 
adversary  by  the  testimony  of  a  book,  which  has  long 
been  the  pride  of  the  bigot  and  the  polemic ;  has  often 
reddened  with  shame  the  cheek  of  the  most  obdurate 
papist ;  and,  what  is  of  still  more  utility  to  mankind, 
ias  furnished  the  learned,  pious,  and  visionary  Mr^ 
Oranville  Sharp  with  a  key  to  unlock  to  astonished 
mortals  the  secrets  contained  in  the  book  of  Revela^ 
t;ions.t    This  book,  so  pregnant  with  important  conse- 
quences, is  the  Liber  Taxse  Cancellariae  Komanae,  or  a 
tariff  of  the  prices  at  which  sins  may  be  redeemed  in 
the  Roman  chancery,  the  great  custom-house  of  human 
^uilt.    If  the  reader  will  be  at  the  trouble  to  peruse  the 
<lifferent  articles  of  this  valuable  code,  he  will  at  least 
cu^knowledge,  that  the  pope  is  extremely  moderate  in 
liis  demands,  and  wonder,  that  his  holiness  has  not 
employed  a  British  financier  to  improve  the  receipts  of 
Ills  treasury.    In  England,  you  cannot  obtain  a  licence 
*Q  keep  a  setting  dog,  without  paying  a  tax  of  ten 
shillings  :  at  Rome,  it  seems,  a  man  may  murder  his 
father,  and  enjoy  the  estate,  for  the  payment  of  the 

*  Aikin,  Annnal  Review  for  1806,  p.  595. 
t  Hee  ObsefvatioDR,  &e.  at  the  ^d. 
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same  duty.  Here,  one  and  twenty  shillings  are  de* 
manded  for  permission  to  powder  your  hair  once  in 
twelve  months :  there,  for  an  equal  sum,  you  may  keep 
a  mistress,  without  endangering  your  salvation.  How- 
ever, should  Mr.  Le  Mesurier,  and  his  friend,  stray  as 
far  as  Rome,  I  would  not  have  them  rely  with  too 
much  confidence  on  the  Liber  Taxae  Cancellariae ; 
they  might  find  themselves  in  the  same  unpleasant  si- 
tuation as  the  Roman  nobleman,  mentioned  by  O'Leary, 
who,  when  he  was  accused  of  having  three  wives 
living  at  the  same  time,  attempted  to  justify  his  con- 
duct by  observing,  that  he  had  not  been  able  to  meet 
with  one  with  whom  he  could  be  happy.  "  Since  it  is 
"  so  difficult,"  replied  the  pontiff,  Sixtus  Quintus,  **  to 
"  please  you  in  this  world,  you  shall  go  and  try  your 
"  fortune  in  the  other.  There,  women  are  more  nu- 
"  merous,  and  you  may  find  one  to  your  liking."  The 
Taxae  Cancellariae  Romanae  conld  not  save  him.  He 
was  tried  for  polygamy,  and  executed. 

The  Roman  Chancery  is  a  very  ancient  establish- 
ment, the  regulations  of  which  were  originally  formed 
by  John  XXII.,  and  brought  into  their  present  form  by 
]^  icholas  V.  At  the  death  of  each  pope  these  regula- 
tions are  supposed  to  expire :  but  his  successor  is  always 
careful  to  revive  them ;  and  thus  they  remain,  at  the 
present  day,  substantially  the  same  as  they  were  some 
centuries  ago.  From  them,  the  Regulae  Cancellariae 
Romanae,  it  appears  that  the  causes  brought  before 
that  tribunal,  regard  the  temporalities  of  vacant  bishop- 
rics; the  collation,  permutation,  or  resignation  of 
benefices ;  absolution  from  canonical  censures  ;  and 
dispensations  from  the  canonical  impediments  of  mar- 
riage. With  the  guilt  of  sin  the  Roman  chancery  has 
no  cpncern  whatever.  All  its  absolutions  are  styled  in 
foro  externo :  they  regard  only  the  punishments  in- 
flicted by  the  canons ;  and  of  course  all  the  reasonings 
and  accusations,  the  pious  invectives,  and  indignant 
exclamations,  to  which  the  contrary  supposition  has 
given  birth,  are  the  offspring  of  error  or  fiction.  It  is 
indeed  true,  that,  for  the  transaction  of  business  in  the 

papal  chancery,  as  well  as  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts 
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in  England,  fees  have  been  required  by  the  officers  ;• 
fcut  these  are  not  paid  as  the  price  of  sin,  but  for  the 
expedition  of  business.      This  circumstance,  however, 
furnished  a  useful  hint  to  some  of  the  fathers  of  the  re- 
ifbrmation,  who  had  no  objection  to  a  pious  fraud,  when 
it  might  promote  the  godly  work  in  which  they  were 
^tig-aged.     The  Taxae  Cancellariae  Romanae  were  inge- 
niously corrected,   interpolated,   and  enlarged:    the 
improved  copy  was  circulated  by  the  reformers  as  a 
j>roof  that  Rome  was  the  great  custom-house  of  sin, 
and  the  cheat  was  greedily  devoured  by  the  prejudices 
of  their  disciples.*    That  during  a  period  of  religious 
ferment  it  should  have  obtained  credit  in  England, 
cannot  excite  surprise :  but  I  had  thought  that  in  the 
present  enlightened  age  it  had  been  consigned  to  the 
contempt  which  it  deserves.      Even  from   Guthrie's 
geography,  in  which  it  retained  an  honourable  place 
during  so  many  editions,  it  has  recently  been  expunged 
l>y  the  liberality  of  the  publishers ;  and  I  am  happy  to 
observe,  that  its  present  existence  entirely  depends  on 

•'  The  principal  Protestant  editions  of  the  Liber  Taxae  Cancellarise 
9aB  those  given  by  Pinet  and  Banck,  and  both  were  cetisured  as  spu- 
idoas  at  Ronae  and  Madrid,  and  one  of  them  by  the  Archbishop  of 
I^aris.  Bayle,  (and  I  believe,  it  is  to  Bayle,  either  mediately  or  im- 
mediately»  that  most  of  our  adversaries  are  indebted  for  the  knowledge 
'^vhich  they  display  on  this  important  subject)  observes,  that  it  is  diffi'- 
wsult  to  explain  the  great  differences  between  these  two  editions,  and  to 
Understand  the  real  value  of  the  monies  which  they  mention.  He  adds, 
"Uiat '  there  are  also  several  editions  given  by  Catholi6s  at  Paris  and 
Cologne  ;  but  he,  it  appears,  was  never  able  to  meet  with  any  one  copy 
of  them.  I  have  been  equally  unfortunate.  I  have,  however,  read  the 
K^ulflB  Cancellariae,  printed  in  1481,  and  several  other  editions  from 
"tiiat  period  to  the  close  of  the  last  century,  and  in  none  of  them  have  I 
aaiet' with  a  single  word  respecting  absolution  from  sin.  I  have  also  ex* 
^laiui^  the  fees  which  are  really  permitted  to  be  taken  by  the  officers: 
ol  that  court,  and  find  that  none  of  them  regard  any  other  absolutions 
"tiian  those  from  canonical  censure?.  They  are  demanded  as  a  remu- 
neration for  trouble.  (Quae  solvuntur  pro  literarum  expeditionibus, 
^sommaniter  dicuntur  Taxas  Cancellarias  Apostolicae,  Van  Espen,  p. 

r.  Le 


_  L)  I  should  conceive  that,  whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
I^Iesurier,  those  who  have  had  to  pay  these  fees,  have  seldom  thought 
ijiat  they  were  inducements  to  sin.  Probacy  they  would  adopt  the 
opposite  opinion. 
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the  credit  of  the  firm  of  Messrs.  Le  Mesurier>  GnmviUe 
Sharp,  and  Co. 

It  may  not  perhaps,  be  thought  impertinent  to  the 
present  subject,  to  adduce  one  instance  of  the  man-* 
ner,  in  which  the  powers  intrusted  to  the  Roman 
chancery,  have  been  exercised  in  England  since  its 
separation  from  the  apostolic  see.  In  the  year  162  X^ 
Dr.  George  Abbott,  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury, 
was  invited  by  the  Lord  Zouch  to  hunt  in  his  park  of 
Bramzil,  in  Hampshire.  The  most  reverend  primate 
might  be  a  learned  theologian ;  *  he  soon  proved  that 
he  was  an  indifferent  marksman.  With  a  cross-bow 
he  took  his  aim  at  a  deer,   and  shot  the  keeper  of  thq 

Eark,  Peter  Hawkins,  who,  within  the  space  of  ai| 
our,  died  of  the  wound.  The  unfortunate  accident 
threw  the  whole  Church  of  England  into  confusion. 
Many  thought  that,  by  the  homicide,  the  archbishop 
had  incurred  the  canonical  punishment  of  irregularity ; 
^d  these  contended  that  it  was  his  duty  to  resign  ^ 
dignity,  the  functions  of  which  he  was  no  longpr  able 
to  discharge.  But  to  the  primate  himself,  this  doc- 
trine seemed  to  savour  of  popery :  he  boldly  under- 
took to  refute  their  opinion,  and  was  strenuously  sup- 
ported by  two  powerful  advocates.  Sir  Henry  Martin, 
and  the  Bishop  of  Winchester.  They  maintained,  that 
the  accident  could  not  be  ascribed  either  to  the  negli- 
gence or  the  unskilfulness  of  the  archbishop,  but  was 
owing  entirely  to  the  imprudence  of  the  unfortunate 
man,  who  blindly  ran  into  the  way  of  the  arrow  :  that, 
by  the  charter  of  forests,  the  English  prelates  were 
allowed  the  pleasures  of  the  chase  ;  and  that  the  hunt- 
ing forbidden  by  the  canons  was,  not  like  that  of  DFf*'^' 
Abbott,  modest,  decent,  and  peaceable,  butrlnmorcninM""'  ° 
and  public.  These  contradictory  arguments  perplex^ 
even  the  theological  discernment  of  King  James :    an( 

*  Lord  Clarendon  observes,  that  **  he  was  a  man  of  veiy  morosi 
manners  and  sour  aspect,  totally  ignorant  of  the  true  constitution  of  ih 
Church  of  England,  considering  the  christian  religion  no  otherwise  th 
ftf  It  abhorred  and  reviled  pppery;  and  valuing  tho^e  naea  most  il 
did  it  most  furiously." 
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Np  T^Ubre  his  own  doubts,  he  appointed  a  oommission 
>f  bishops,  judges,  and  lawyers,  to  examine  the  case 
^  the  primate,  and  tp  repeat  to  him  their  opinion. 
riiey  met,  consulted,  and  disagreed.  Aftar  much 
heliberation  their  answer  was,  ^at  the  archbishop 
liould  be  absolved  conditionally,  ad  majorem  cautelam. 
Jut  here  an  unexpected  difficulty  arose.  Who  but 
he  king,  the  supreme  head  of  the  church,  could  pre^ 
end  to  exercise  any  spiritual  authority  over  the  pri^ 
aate  of  all  England  ?  And  yet,  who  had  ever  heard 
»f  a  layman  pretending  to  absolve  an  ecclesiastic  from 
^EDonical  censures?  To  extricate  themselves  from 
hin  dilemma,  they  petitioned  the  king  to  depute  a 
certain  number  of  clergymen,  who  might  pronounce 
;he  sentence  of  absolution  in  his  name  :  conceiving,  I 
magine,  that  the  authority  of  a  layman  might  derive 
k>niething  of  a  spiritual  character  by  passing  through 
Jia  mouth  of  an  ecclesiastic.  James  granted  their 
prayer:  a  royal  commission  was  directed  to  eight 
^isbops:  and  these  prelates,  according  to  their  m* 
itructions,  absolved  the  archbishop  from  all  canonical 
isewures  and  irregularities  which  he  might  have  in-- 
rorred,  restored  his  character,  and  permitted  him  to 
outer  again  on  the  exercise  of  his  archiepiscopal  func* 
tions.  Their  sentence  received  the  king's  confirma^ 
tioB,  and  passed  the  seals  about  six  months  after  the 
death  of  Peter  Hawkins.* 

What  sum  of  money  this  royal  bull  of  absolution 
rimy  have  cost  the  primate  I  am  unable  to  determine : 
but  that  it  was  not  engrossed,  signed,  and  sealed, 
without  the  payment  of  the  accustomed  fees,  will  not 
be  doubted  by  any  one  acquainted  with  the  practices 
of  our  courts.  !Now,  were  a  Catholic  writer  to  take 
advantage  of  this  circumstance,  and  to  contend  that 
the  king,  as  supreme  head  of  the  church,  was  accus- 
tomed to  absolve  from  the  guilt  of  murder  for  a  small 
pum  of  money,  were  he  to  describe  England  as  the 

*  Wilkins,  cone.  Mag.  Brit.  tom.  ir.  p.  462.    Collier,  Church  Hist. 
tQm.  ii.  p.  720.    Le  Neve,  lives,  &c.  of  Protestant  Bishops,  vol.  i. 
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great  custom-house  of  crimes,  were  he  to  eicclaun 
with  the  pathetic  vehemence  of  Mr.  Granville  Sharp^ 
"  Gome  out  of  her,  my  people,  that  ye  be  not  par- 
"  takers  of  her  sins ; "  would  he  not  deserve  the  ap- 

Eellation  of  a  madman  or  a  slanderer  ?  If  so,  will  the 
Lector  of  Newnton  Longville  tell  us  what  name  to 
give  to  the  Protestant  writer,  who,  on  similar  and  no 
better  grounds,  prefers  the  same  accusations  against 
the  church  of  Rome  ?  All  things  whatsoever  ye  would 
that  men  should  do  to  you,  do  ye  even  so  to  them. 

In  page  203,  Mr.  Le  Mesuiier  proceeds  to  lament, 
with  the  feelings  of  true  orthodox  charity,  the  de- 
plorable thraldom  in  which  our  intellects  are  detained 
by  the  despotism  of  the  church  of  Rome.  **  No  lay-: 
**  man,  and  not  even  a  priest,  is  allowed  to  read  the 
scriptures  in  the  language  of  his  country,  still  less 
any  book  of  controversy,  not  this  note  of  mine, 
**  without  a  licence  from  his  bishop."  Bravo,  Mr.  Le 
Mesurier!  It  is  certainly  a  proud  superiority  this, 
which  the  freeman  of  the  reformation  i$  supposed  to 
possess  over  the  slave  of  popery.  While  the  latter  is 
condemned  to  view  the  promised  land  from  a  distance, 
the  former  may  wander  at  pleasure  from  the  book  of 
Genesis  to  the  book  of  Revelations,  may  ascend  the 
tower  of  Babel,  measure  with  Ezechiel  the  dimensions 
of  the  second  temple,  and  witness  the  destruction  o 

the  scarlet  w of  Babylon.     Through  the  sacre 

volumes  he  may  trace  the  numerous  errors  of  the  hu 


man  intellect,  and  successfully  pore  over  the  different*^-t 
texts,  on  which  every  new  system  of  religion  Inn  i  in 
been  founded,  from  the  days  of  the  arch-reformeaK:^^ 
Simon  Magus,  to  his  last  descendant,  Joanna  South — -^- 
cott,  the  female  prophet,  who  now  vends  the  know — '*^- 
ledge  of  futurity  in  London.     Let  him,  however,  ex — ^^" 

ercise  his  privilege  with  moderation ;  let  him  be  cau ■• 

tious  how  he  plucks  the  flower  which  invites  him, 

Urticse  proxima  saepc  rosa  est. 

Should  our  evangelical  Caraite  unfortunately  dis^ —  • 
cover  in  the  inspired  writings,  any  doctrines  whicfe^ 
accord  not  with  the  standard  of  established  orthodoxy-:^ 
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wfllfeti  to  the  liberty  of  the  children  of  God.  He  must 
ubmit  his  judgment  to  the  infallible  decisions  of  his 
faurch^  or  he  must  forfeit,  what  many  men  will  prefer 
3  the  exercise  of  their  judgment,  the  civil  rights  to 
rhich,  as  an  Englishman,  he  is  entitled  by  his  birth. 
io  erroneous  was  that  saying  of  our  Redeemer,  7ny 
if^domis  not  of  this  world. 

jlet  not  Mr.  Le  Mesurier,  however,  suppose  that  I 
hall  grant  the  truth  of  his  assertion.  It  is  one  of  the 
lany  mistakes  into  which  those  frequently  fall,  who 
tudy  books  instead  of  facts ;  and  judge  of  the  pre- 
ent  practices  of  Catholics  from  the  bold  assertions  of 
>rejudiced  controvertists,  who  lived  a  century  ago. 
n  defiance  of  his  prohibition,  the  Catholics,  both  lay- 
aen  and  ecclesiastics,  do  read,  and  will  continue  to 
ead^  the  sacred  volumes,  even  in  their  native  tongue. 
Jut  how,  perhaps  it  may  be  asked,  are  we  then  to 
;ccount  for  the  contrary  assertion  so  frequently  and  so 
ionfidently  made  by  our  adversaries  ?  I  conceive  it 
ttufet  be  a  theological  axiom,  which  is  taken  for  granted, 
6  spare  the  labour  of  enquiry.  To  doubt  its  truth 
rould  mar  many  a  controversial  sermon,  and  deprive 
he  preacher  of  an  eloquent  triumph  over  the  supersti- 
ions  of  popery.  But  were  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  to  en- 
luire  of  his  next  Catholic  neighbour,  he  would  learn 
hat  this  alxiom  is,  like  many  other  axioms,  admitted 
>nly  because  its  truth  has  not  been  examined. 

To  his  observation  respecting  the  prohibition  of 
lK>oks  of  controversy,  the  same  answer  may  suffice.  I 
£m;  however,  happy  in  being  able  to  relieve  his  anxiety 
respecting  his  own  works.  The  church  of  Rome  is 
lot  so  impolitic  as  to  forbid  the  perusal  of  writings 
irhich  are  so  favourable  to  her  cause.  If  ever  she 
condescend  to  notice  the  controversial  lucubrations  of 
the  Rector  of  Newnton  Longville,  it  will  be  to  recom- 
mend them  to  the  perusal  of  her  children.  For  Ca- 
tholics, when  they  observe  one  of  their  most  eager 
opponents  directing  his  fiercest  attacks  against  ima- 
ginary articles  of  their  creed,  will  naturally  infer,  that 
n  be  has  spared  their  real  principles,  it  has  beei^ 
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becatise  he  felt  himself  unable  to  refute  them,  lite 
power  might,  the  will  could  not  be  wanting. 

It  cannot  have  escaped  the  notice  of  the  attentive 
reader,  how  frequently,  since  the  very  commencement 
of  this  controversy,  doctrines  have  been  ascribed  to 
us  which  we  most  emphatically  disclaim.  Had  not 
the  history  of  mankind  explained  the  baneful  influence 
of  the  odium  theologicum,  how  rapidly  it  obscures  the 
understanding,  and  palsies  all  the  more  generous  feet 
ings,  it  might  have  been  expected  that  our  revered 
and  right  reverend  opponents,  men,  who  from  their 
education  and  their  rank  in  life  should  be,  and  on  other 
occasions  are,  liberal,  dispassionate,  and  enlightened, 
would  take  the  trouble  to  study  our  religious  belief, 
before  they  attempt  to  refute  it.  Yet  so  it  happens, 
that  they  generally  choose  to  frame  for  us  such  a  creed 
as  they  think  proper,  and  then  insist  on  our  admitting 
it  as  our  own,  whether  we  will  or  not.  How  far  this 
may  be  reconcileable  with  theological  sincerity,  I  shaU 
not  determine :  it  is  certainly  an  ingenious  and  politic 
device.  It  establishes  a  kind  of  barter,  without  any 
reciprocity  of  risk.  The  profit  is  all  theirs :  the  loss 
must  fall  upon  us.  They  take  from  us  our  civil  rights, 
and  in  return  give  us  erroneous  articles  of  faith.  AH 
the  emoluments,  all  the  honours  in  the  state,  they 
confine  to  themselves:  and  then  very  charitably  bid 
us  to  console  ourselves  with  the  belief  of  the  absurd 
and  impious  doctrines,  which  they  have  so  liberally 
bestowed  on  us. 

When  we  claim  the  faculty  of  knowing  what  it  lA 
We  believe,  we  certainly  ask  but  little.  Yet  this  little 
is  refused  us.  Our  opponents  arrogate  to  themselves 
a  privilege  which  no  pontiff  ever  dared  to  claim,  even 
in  the  proudest  days  of  the  papal  power.  The  suc- 
cessors of  St.  Peter  might  decide  what  each  Catholic 
was  bound  to  believe:  these  new  inquisitors  decide 
what  each  Catholic  actually  does  and  shall  believe. 
The  pontijBF  might  define,  but  he  could  not  compel 
the  assent  of  the  understanding :  these  men  define, 
and  will  n6t  allow  us  even  the  power  of  dissent.  Their 
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fi&Uibilky  extends  over  all  our  facultiesr  both  phy«> 
(ical  and  moral.  The  papist  must  necessarily  be 
whatever  they  please  to  represent  him.  To  disclaim 
lie  false  and  odious  tenets  which  they  have  added  to 
»ur  creed,  is  an  idle,  hopeless  task.  They  laugh  at 
^ur  protestations,  and  condemn  us  of  insincerity^ 
\  ioEiong  the  graces  of  their  ordination,  they  appear  to 
tave  received  the  peculiar  privilege  of  penetrating 
nto  our  breasts,  of  discovering  our  most  secret  senti* 
vents,  of  analyzing  and  exposing  the  hidden  motives 
y€  our  conduct.  To  every  argument  which  we  ad- 
luce,  they  haughtily  and  tauntingly  reply,  that  we 
ure  shifters  and  equivocators,  and  that,  as  it  suits  our 
i^onvenience,'  we  can  disguise  or  disown  each  article 
pf  our  creed.*  Whence  they  have  learned  to  form  so 
unfavourable  a  notion  of  our  character,  I  shall  not  in- 
quire :  but  if  it  be  well  founded,  we  must  have  been 
bunglers  indeed,  not  to  have  escaped  that  load  of 
penal  restrictions,  and  legal  disabiUties,  which  their 
mtolerance  has  heaped  upon  us.  Were  I  disposed  to 
retaliate,  I  would  desire  the  Rector  of  Nevraton  Long- 
ville  to  look  for  instances  of  insincerity,  shuflBling,  and 
^uivocation,  not  amoUg  the  Catholic  writers,  but  in 
another  class  of  men,  among  whom,  if  report  belie 
them  not,  there  are  those,  who  have  been  accustomed 
to  make  religion,  a  matter  of  calculation,  to  weigh 
tithes  against  subscriptions,  and  to  estimate  the  ortho- 
doxy of  a  creed  by  the  amount  of  its  temporal  emolu- 
ments. But  peace  to  the  errors  and  weaknesses  of 
human  nature,  when  they  do  not  wound  the  feelings, 
IKHT  trample  on  the  rights  of  others.  Were  the  doc- 
trinal forgeries  of  our  adversaries  of  this  innoxious 
chwaeter,  we  should  not  complain.  Their  false  notes 
might  be  permitted  to  circulate  without  interruption, 
for  the  edification  of  the  illiterate,  and  the  amusement 
of  the  learned.  They  might  then  call  for  Unlimited 
credit :  they  might  draw  to  any  amount  on  the  igno- 

•  Le  Mesurier's  reply,  p.  39,  42,  52,  197,  &c.  The  Rcmarker  has 
no  reason  to  complain  of  such  language,  as  be  must  share  it  with  other 
vrriters  more  distinguished  diau  himself. 
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ranee  or  tbe  prejudices  of  the  public.  But  when  their 
only  object  is  to  stop  the  current  of  national  justice 
and  national  liberality,  to  deprive  of  their  civil  rights 
millions  of  his  majesty's  subjects  as  loyal  as  them- 
selves, and  to  degrade  them  beneath  a  level  with  the 
meanest  of  their  Protestant  countrymen,  their  misre- 
presentations become  an  evil  of  the  most  alarming 
tendency,  and  deserve  the  execration  of  every  honest 
man. 

In  his  last  page,  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  advises  the  Bishop 
of  Durham  to  reprint  some  of  the  old  tracts  against  po- 
pery. I  am  not  surprised  at  it.  He  would  be  proud 
to  appear  in  the  company  of  his  elder  brethren,  the 
controvertists  of  a  former  age.  Pares  cum  paribus, 
veteri  proverbio,  facillime  congregantur.  Unfortu- 
nately he  was  born  a  century  too  late.  The  books, 
which  he  so  much  admires,  have  long  lain  covered  with, 
dust  on  the  shelves  of  our  libraries :  and  there,  it  i 
probable,  they  will  continue  to  lie 

like  rusty  mail  in  monumental  mockeiy. 

^t  the  present  day.  Englishmen  are,  I  trust, 
wise  to  fight  with  each  other  for  modes  of  feith.  The 
would  rather  unite  men  of  every  religious  persuasio 
to  oppose  the  designs  of  a  bold,  powerful,  and  fortunat 
enemy,  who  with  all  Europe  at  his  back,  threaten 
our  very  existence  as  an  independent  nation.  Le 
Mr.  Mesurier  devote  his  abilities  to  this  purpose,  an 
he  will  deserve  the  gratitude  of  his  country.  As  lon^ 
as  he  continues  to  employ  himself  in  collecting  the  su 
perannuated  follies  of  ancient  polemics,  and  in  repub 
lishing  them  to  disturb  the  harmony,  and  consequent! 
to  divide  the  strength  of  the  nation,  his  readers  will  b 
inclined  to  throw  down  his  book,  and  to  exclaim  wit] 
the  poet. 

Hunc  tu,  Romane,  caveto. 


REPLY 


TO 


THE  REV.  G.  S.  FABER, 


VICAR   OF    STOCKTON. 


XT  is  truly  edifying  to  observe  the  alacrity  with  which 
the  clergy  of  the  diocese  of  Durham  continue  to  es- 
pouse the  defence  of  the  bishop's  charge.  Formerly, 
that  prelate  thought  it  his  duty  to  accuse  them  of  luke- 
warmness  and  indifference:*  now,  at  least,  he  must 
recal  his  censure,  and  applaud  the  zeal  and  prompti- 
tude of  their  exertions.  To  the  other  adversaries  of 
the  Remarker,  has  lately  been  added,  a  new,  and  more 
celebrated  champion — the  Rev.  G.  S.  Faber,  B.  D., 
and  vicar  of  Stockton-upon-Tees.  This  gentleman  is 
certainly  at  liberty  to  select,  for  the  exercise  of  his 
abilities,  any  subjects  which  suit  his  judgment  or  in- 
clination :  but  I  think  that  the  reputation  which  he  has 
already  acquired,  cannot  be  improved  by  his  inter- 
ference  in  the  pettysquabbles  excited  by  an  episcopal 
charge.  Prophecy,  not  controversy,  is  Mr.  Faber's 
peculiar  department.  In  his  progress  through  that 
region  of  mist  and  darkness,  he  has  outstripped  the 
speed  of  all  his  competitors.  By  his  profound  acquaint- 
ance with  the  helio-arkite  mythology  of  the  Cabiri,  and 

•Chajrge,p.  21.  . 


the  hieroglyphic  langnage  of  the  Apocalypse,  he  hfls 
already  explained  to  the  world  the  mysteries  of  the 
times  past,  of  the  time  present,  and  of  the  time  tic>- 
come  :*  the  success  of  his  preceding  exertions  are  an  ^ 
earnest  of  what  we  may  expect  in  future ;  and  his  ad-^ 
mirers  will  regret  that  a  single  moment  of  his  time  has 
been  withdrawn  from  the  pursuit  of  objects  so  inte- 
resting to  the  credulity  of  the  pious  and  orthodox 
churchman. 

It  is,  indeed,  true  that,  in  his  pamphlet,  the  Re-^" 
marker  had  named  Mr.  Faber ;  but  he  had  named  him. 
with  respect.     He  had  given  him,  what  it  had  lone* 
been  his  object  to  acquire,  the  title  of  a  prophet ;   ana 
had  assigned  to  him  a  task  the  most  congenial  to  his 
studies,  the  explication  of  a  mystery.    He  did  not  wisL 
to  entangle  him  in  the  webs  of  controversial  sophistry,  - 
but  to  open  to  him  a  new  field  for  the  excursions  of  hift> 
fancy.     He  had  invited  him  to  explain  the  meaning  of' ' 
a  mystery,  which  is  not,  indeed,  to  be  found  in  the 
Cabirian  mythology,  or  the  canonical  books  of  scrip* 
ture,  but  which  is  frequently  announced,  with  cdll*  ^ 
siderable  energy,  in  the  sermons  and  charges  of  th*' 
Bishop  of  Durham.    We  read  in  the  Apocalypse,  <rf  * 
woman  in  the  heavens  who  brought  forth  a  man-chihf, 
and  then  fled  into  the  wilderness,  where  she  was  fed 
during  the  space  of  1260  days,  or  perhaps  years:  we 
read  in  the  works  of  the  Right  Rev.  Prelate,  of  an* 
other  woman  who,  though  she  became  pregnant  with 
infidelity  at  a  very  early  period,  did  not  bring  forth 
her  child  till  after  a  gestation  of  more  than  ten  centu* 
ries.     Mr.  Faber  had  very  satisfactorily  explained  the 
mystery  of  the  apocalyptic  woman ;  and  the  Remarket 
had  hoped  that  the  mystery  of  the  retarded  parturi*  ' 
tion  in  the  second  woman,  would  have  been  as  easily  ' 
elucidated  by  his  experience  and  ingenuity.     He  hasi 
however,  declined  the  task.     He  seems  to  think,  with 
the  Remarker,  that  a  millennian  period  of  gestation 

•  See  Mr.  Faber's  groat  V7orks,  The  Mysteries  of  the  CaYAn,  adt 
The  Prophecies  that  have  been  fulfilled,  are  now  fulfilling,  or  will  here-    ' 
after  bo  fulfilled,  <&c.  <&c.     4  vols,  octavo. 
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bears  a  very  portentous  aspect;    and  therefor^  vrill- 
ing^ly  aciquits  popery  of  the  imputation  of  being  natu« 
rally  pregnant  with  atheism.^     He  rather  leans  to  the 
opinion  of  Andrew  Fuller,  **  who  justly  deems  infide- 
**  lity  to  be  a  putrid  excrescence  of  the  papal  beast."f 
W^itn  the  works  of  *'  this  very  able"  genealogist,  I  have 
i&eiiher  the  means  nor  the  inclination  to  be  intimately 
acquainted ;  but  from  the  preceding  specimen,  I  have 
^^o  doubt  that  he  was  a  writer  of  most  correct  taste, 
^3i^d  most  delicate  feelings •     Mr.  Faber's  own  opinion, 
t^owever,  is,  that  "  infidelity  may,  in  ^ome  seme,  be 
**  called  the  abortive  offspring  of  popery,  because  scep- 
tical inquiry  produced  it,  by  acting  on  the  corrup- 
tions of  popery."  J    Now,  in  almost  every  history  of 
the  reformation,  I  find  the  same  origin  assigned  to 
Protestantism;  and,  as  I  cannot  believe  Protestantism 
and  infidelity  to  be  the  same  thing,  I  must  conclude 
that  they  are  twin  brothers,  both  "  the  abortive  off- 
*'  spring '  of  popery."    Thus,  then,  whatever  may  be- 
come of  the  millennian  gestation,  it  appears  that,  m  the 
beginning  of  the  sixteenth  century,  at  the  age  of  a 
thousand  years  according  to   the  imputation  of  her 
adversaries,  the  old  lady  unexpectedly  found  herself 
the  parent  of  two  blooming  boys.  Protestantism  and 
Infidelity.    Nor  does  the  birth  of  this  **  par  nobile  fra- 
"  tirum''  appear  to  have  been  unnoticed  by  the  ancient 
prophets.     Whether  any  allusion  to  it  exist  in  the 
nelio-arkite  mythology,  Mr.  Faber  alone  can  tell  us ; 
but  it  has  certainly  been  predicted  in  the  Apocalypse, 
by  the  two  horns  growing  out  of  the  head  of  the 
breast. 

It  is,  however,  "  in  some  sense''  only,  that  Mr.  Faber 
caUs  infidelity  the  offspring  of  popery.  He  therefore 
proceeds  to  inform  us,  that  the  true  parent  is  Socinian- 
ism.    But  whence  did  Socinianism  derive  its  origin  ? 

*'Mr.  Faber  says,  that  the  passage  \i'hich  he  quoted  from  the  charge, 
<mlj  asserted  the  revolutionary  spirit  to  be,  in  a  great  measure^ 
owing  to  the  errors  and  defects  of  popery.  In  the  passages  to  which 
the  Reinarker  referred,  the  learned  prelate  seems  to  assert  something 
more. 

t  Faber,  Answer  to  Biefaeno,  &e.  p.  02.  X  Ibid. 
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It  is  on  tbi«  poi&t  that  the  Vicar  of  Stockton  Joins  iswe 
with  the  Reniarker ;  and  while  that  writer  describes 
the  principles  of  Socinianism  as  a  direct  emmatioii 
from  the  principles  of  Protestantism,  he  contends  lihat 
liiey  come  from  a  very  different  quarter,  that  they  are 
tiie  handywork  of  catholicity.  For  this  very  ea^traor^ 
diaary  assertion,  he  refers  us  to  the  authority  of  Mo« 
sheim,  without  reflecting,  that  the  audiority  of  Mosheifli 
has  very  little  weight  with  those  who,  from  the  tea- 
dency  of  the  errors  which  abound  in  his  work,  have 
learned  to  esteem  him  rather  as  the  advocate  of  a  party, 
than  the  champion  of  truth.  Yet  what  does  Mr.  JPaber 
collect  from  the  pages  of  this  historian  ?  That  the  foN 
noation  and  establishment  of  Socinianism  were  entirely 
owing  to  the  labours  of  Lselius  and  Faustus  Socinw; 
and  that  these  new  apostles  were  Italians ;  the  fomer 
of  whom,  before  he  had  conversed  with  the  reformers, 
was  compelled  in  1547,  to  retire  from  his  country,  on 
account  of  the  disgust  he  had  conceived  against  po« 
pery :  whence  he  concludes,  that  the  origin  of  Soci* 
nianism  cannot  be  laid  to  the  charge  of  Protestantisco.* 
Mr.  Faber,  however,  must  excuse  me  if  I  hesitate  to 
subscribe  either  to  the  accuracy  of  his  statement,  or  to 
the  validity  of  his  inference.  That  the  Socinians  derive 
their  name  from  Laelius  and  Faustus  Socinus,^  the  uncle 
and  the  nephew,  but  principally  from  the  latter,  is  in*' 
deed  true ;  it  should,  however,  be  remembered,  that 
their  principles  are  older  than  their  name  ;  and  that 
before  the  birth  of  the  elder  Socinus,  Luther  had  com- 
plained of  the  audacity  of  several  among  his  disciples, 
who,  usurping  the  privilege  of  their  master,  had  erased 
from  their  creed  the  two  great  mysteries  of  the  Trinity 
of  God,  and  the  redemption  of  mankind.  Whether 
Lealius  Socinus,  before  he  left  Italy,  had  conversed 
with  any  of  the  reformers,  is  what  probably  iieither 
Mr.  Faber  nor  the  Remarker  can  determine.  That 
their  writings  were  then  known  in  that  country,  i» 
certain ;  and  that  the  ''  disgust  of  Socinus  against  the 
'*  doctrines  of  popery"  was  derived  from  them^  is  at 

♦  Faber'8  Answer. 
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(east  highly  probable.  After  spending  four  yeani  in 
lifierent  countries,  and  in  the  company  of  the  most 
;6lebrated  of  the  reformers,  the  Italian  fixed  his  resi- 
leiice  at  Geneva.  Here,  by  improving  on  the  doctrine 
•f  his  masters,  he  soon  learned  to  reject  the  mysteries 
irhich  they  still  retained :  but  the  flames  that  consumed 
Servetus,  taught  him  to  respect  the  stern  infaUibility 
if  Oalvin,  and  he  was  prudently  satisfied  with  the  silent 
lelief  of  his  own  creed,  without  presuming  to  illumi- 
late  the  minds  of  his  brethren.  The  letters,  however, 
Mrhich  he  occasionally  wrote  to  the  members  of  his  fa- 
mily in  Italy,  procured  a  few  converts  to  his  opinions  ; 
among  whom  the  most  celebrated  was  his  nephew, 
Foustus.  At  his  uncle's  death,  this  young  man  became' 
heir  to  his  papers ;  and,  after  spending  ten  years  at  the 
court  of  Florence,  formed  the  design  of  announcing  to 
the  world  the  theological  discoveries  of  his  uncle,  im- 
proved and  perfected  by  himself.  With  this  view  he 
feft  Italy,  where  he  had  reason  to  fear  the  incredulity 
of  the  mquisition,  as  much  as  Laelius  had  feared  the 
zeal  of  Calvin  at  Geneva.  Switzerland  was  the  first 
theatre  of  his  labours :  from  Switzerland  he  proceeded 
to  Transylvania;  and  thence,  in  1579,  passed  into 
Poland.  Poland  was,  at  that  period,  the  scene  of  reli- 
gious dissension.  Among  the  reformed  churches  within 
its  limits,  were  reckoned  no  less  than  thirty  different 
sects  of  Anti-trinitarians.  To  these  Faustus  applied ; 
and,  after  many  fruitless  negociations,  succeeded  in 
collecting  the  most  considerable  into  one  society,  in 
which  his  talents  and  credit  gave  him  the  most  distin- 
guished place,  and  the  members  of  which  after  wards 
assumed  firom  him  the  name  of  Socinians. 

But  to  judge  of  the  origin  of  religious  sects,  we  are 
not  to  look  to  the  country  in  which  some  of  their 
teachers  may  chance  to  have  been  bom,  but  to  the( 
principles  which  they  are  acknowledged  to  profess. 
In  the  catechism  of  Racow,  published  by  Socinus  him- 
self, we  are  told  that  the  first,  the  most  essential  prin- 
ciple of  their  doctrine  is,  that  the  holy  scriptures, 
interpreted  by  the  private  judgment  of  each  individual, 
are  tne  sole  rule  of  faith.    Now  as  this  is  the  very 
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doctrine  which  Luther  promulgated,  the  very  pririlege- 
which  he  claimed ,  when  he  first  separated  nrom  the: 
church  of  Rome,  many  years  before  the  birth  of  Soci- 
nus,  I  think  I  may  be  justified  when  I  assert  that 
the  latter  was  indebted  to  him  for  the  foundation  of 
his  religious  creed ;  and  that,  of  consequence,  the  So- 
cinians  are  the  legitimate  children  of  the  reformation. 
It  is  indeed  true,  that  Faustus  pushed  the  principIeB 
of  his  teachers  to  their  full  extent :  that,  with  h^^ 
intrepidity,  he  embraced  every  consequence  naturally 
deducible  from  them  :  and  that,  while  other  religious 
innovators  stopped  short  in  their  career,  he  was  conr 
sistent  with  himself,  and  continued  to  argue  and  reject 
till  scarcely  a  single  doctrine  remained,  which  had 
formerly  been  thought  peculiar  to  Christianity.  But 
hence  it  will  not  follow  that  he  was  descended  from  a 
different  stock  from  his  reforming  colleagues.  The 
only  inference  we  can  draw  is,  that  he  was  a  bold, 
stubborn,  and  undutiful  child,  who  knew  the  privileges 
of  his  birthright,  and  would  not  be  deprived  of  them 
by  the  frowns  or  prohibitions  of  an  unreasonable 
parent.  His  exploits  were  thus  recorded  in  his  epi- 
taph: i. 

Tota  qoidem  Babylon  destraxit  tecta  Lutherus, 
Maros  Calvirius,  sed  fundamenta  Socinus.* 

From  the  origin  of  infidelity,  Mr.  Faber  proceeds  p 
the  charge  of  idolatry.     In  support  of  his  own  opinion, 

*  To  strengthen  his  reasoning  on  this  sohjoct,  Mr.  Fab^  gives  hw 
reader  from  Mdsbeim,  a  list  of  persons,  mostly  Frenchmen  and  Italia^iB, 
whom  he  considers  as  infidels  ;  and  mentions  a  report  that  '^  m  certaia 
*^  provinces  of  France  and  Italy,  schools  were  erected,  from  wheaee 
*'  swarms  of  impious  doctors  issued  out  to  deceive  the  simple  and  dti- 
«'  wary."  As  these  swarms  of  infidels,  if  they  had  ever  e^sted,  would 
have  been  easily  traced  to  their  hives,  and  the  existence  o€  these  hiveria 
only  asserted  on  hearsay,  wo  may  reasonably  consider  tb^m  as  the  fr- 
brications  of  prejudice  or  imposture.  Of  the  names  which  he  has  mep- 
tioned,  the  greater  part  belong  to  men,  who  are  well  known  to  have 
hved  and  died  in  the  christian  faith ;  but  what  has  this  to  do  with  the 
real  point  at  issue  between  the  Bishop  and  the  Remarker?  The  latter 
had  asserted,  in  answer  to  the  Bishop,  that  the  French  inlidek  bsd 
learned  their  unbelieving  system  from  the  English  deists  and  atheistBi^ 
Will  Mr.  Faber  undertake  to  prove  that  the  latter  were  the  disciplea  of 
popery? 
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'cmd  that  of  his  bishop,  he  transcribes  with  an  air  of 
- 'triumph,  certain  extracts  from  prayers  contained  in 
'  'the  Sarum  Missal,  once  in  use  in  this  kingdom.  They 
-"^rere  originally  collected  by  the  orthodox  zeal  of  .his 
:  ^pocaljrptic  rival,  Mr.  Whitaker,  and  may  be  found 

-  «mong  the  two  hundred  pages  -which  that  interpreter 

-  €rf  the  book  of  Revelations  has  verv  wisely  devoted  to 

-  'the  exposition  of  the  corruptions  of  popery.  And  here 
<  -J  may  be  allowed  to  admire-  the  ingenuity  of  our  Pro- 
^  testant  adversaries,  who,  when  they  extract  from  our 
^iMoks  of  devotion,  what  they  deem  objectionable  pas- 

-  "sages,  are  careful  to  suppress  every  expression  which 
^'^might  elucidate  their  true  meaning.*     1  acknowledge 

'  tkftt  the  prayers  transcribed  by  Mr.  Faber,  as  they 

-  stand  unconnected  in  his  pages,  appear  to  ascribe  to 

-  the  saints  more  than  can  with  justice  be  given  to  them : 

•  but  I  also  maintain,  that  had  Mr.  Whitaker  transcribed 
V other  prayers,  which  he  must  have  found  in  the  same 
^4iook,  they  would  have  explained  the  meaning  of  the 
^fiNrmer,  and  have  shewn  that  it  was  easily  reconcileable 

•  with  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Remarker^    If  I 

Erove  this  to  be  true,  it  will  be  in  vain  that  Mr.  Faber 
as  pointed  the  horns  of  his  dilemma  against  that 
author.    They  may  both  be  broken  at  a  single  stroke.  |- 
I  have  it  not  in  my  power  to  consult  the   Sarum 
at  the  present  moment:    but  trust  that  the 
^Sarum  Portiforium,  printed  at  London  in  1555,  and 
-used  in  the  same  church,  will  be  admitted  as  equal  au- 
'tiierity.    From  it  I  shall  transcribe  two  prayers,  which 
'I'have  selected  from  several  others  of  similar  import, 
•for  no  other  reason  than  because  they  are  addressed  to 
'the  Bjetme  saints  as  two  of  those  adduced  by  Mr.  Faber. 
^*  -Holy  Mary,  succour  the  miserable,  help  the  faint- 
hearted, comfort  the  afflicted,  pray  for  the  people, 
^-intercede  for  the  clergy,  make  supplication  for  the 
.  '^^  devout  female  sex.    Let  all  feel  thy  help,  who  cele- 
;r^  brated  thy  holy  memory.    Be  it  thy  care  to  pray 
t^  assiduously  for  the  people  of  God,  as  it  has  been  thy 
happiness  to  bear  the  Redeemer  of  the  world,  Christ 

♦  Faber's  Answer. 


AT 
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^'  Jesus  our  Lord."  *'  Holy  Alban,  protomartyr  of  the 
<<  English,  pour  forth  thy  prayers  to  the  Lord  for  the 
*^  safety  of  the  faithful.  Amen."  Whatever  Mr.  Faber 
may  tlunk  of  the  prayers  quoted  by  him^  I  trust  he 
will  acknowledge  that  in  lliese  nolliing  more  is  re- 
quested than  the  friendly  and  charitable  intercession 
of  those  to  whom  they  are  addressed.  Now  the  person 
who  intercedes  for  a  benefit,  is  essentially  different 
from  him  who  bestows  it.  The  two  ideas  are  so  c}i|- 
tinct,  that  they  cannot  be  confounded.  As  long  as  I 
consider  the  saints  as  intercessors  for  grace  apd  salvul- 
tion,  I  cannot  consider  them  as  the  bestowers  of  graoa 
and  salvation.  Hence  it  seems  to  follow  that,  if  the 
prayers  quoted  above  have  the  meaning  which  I  have 
affixed  to  them,  the  others  must  be  explained  agreeably 
to  that  meaning :  and  Protestants  should  learn  what 
Catholics  well  know,  that  in  every  petition  to  the  saints, 
whatever  may  be  asked,  their  intercession  is  always 
e^ipressed  or  understood.  To  consider  them  f^  the 
sources  of  grace,  or  the  bestowers  of  favours,  is  a  doc- 
trine reprobated  by  the  Catholic  no  less  than  the  Pro- 
testant church;  nor  do  we  ev^i  believe  that  their 
intercession  can  be  of  any  avail,  but  through  the  merits 
of  Christ,  their  and  our  Saviour,  their  and  our  Grod. 

Still,  perhaps,  it  may  be  asked>  can  such  prayers 
as  those  quoted  by  Mr.  Faber,  have  the  meaning 
which  I  contend  ought  to  be  given  to  them?  This 
question  can  only  come  from  one  who  has  been  inat- 
tentive to  the  ordinary  use  of  language.  By  a  species 
of  metonomy  we  frequently  employ  the  subordinate 
for  the  principal  agent,  and  attribute  to  the  iptarceemr 
what  we  kuQw  is  the  office  of  his  superior.  L^t  us 
suppose  a  criminal  under  sentence  of  deatht  who  so- 
licits the  queen  to  obtain  his  pardon  from  the  king. 
Were  he  in  his  petition  to  beg  of  her  majesty  to  mot 
his  life,  would  Mr.  Faber  contend  that  he  had  ascribed 
to  the  queen  the  power  which  the  constitutiop  has 
intrusted  to  the  sovereign  alone,  and  pn  that  {account 
indict  him  for  misprision  of  treason,  or  a  coptempt  €f 
the  king's  prerogative  ?  Undoubtedly  he  would  not. 
Let  him  only  apply  the  same  rule  to  the  Catholic 
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^ra  which  he  ba&  cond^mBed  in  his  pamp^let^  and 
ill  readily  acquit  them  of  the  guilt  of  iaolatry. 
r,  Faher,  in  his  theological  studies,  has  chesea 
w  master,  a  visionary  writer  of  the  seventeenth 
Nry»  whose  orthodox  imagination,  aided  by  his 
d  of  popery,  enabled  him  to  make  new  diseo^ 
a  in  almost  every  page  of  the  sacred  writings.. 
Ung  in  the  footsteps  of  Mede,  he  informs  us  that 
^raying  to  departed  saints  to  intercede  with  Grod 
s,  is  neither  more  nor  less  than  the  revival  o£  the 
lagan  theology  of  interceding  demons,  and  m  of 
M|iience  an  apostacy  irom  the  £aith.^  la  Mr.. 
ir  aware  of  the  eflfects  of  the  sentence  which  he 
^t  pronounced  ?  The  custom  of  soliciting  the 
cession  of  the  saints  is,  in  my  opinion,  as  oil  as 
tianity:  our  adversaries  acknowledge  that  it  was 
rally  established  in  the  beginning  of  the  fourth 
ury.  It  was  then,  even  by  their  own  account, 
ued  by  many  of  the  martyrs,  who  laid  down  timit 
IB  the  cause  of  the  gospel ;  by  all  the  holy  and 
^  missionaries,  who,  by  their  preaching,  cdo^ 
4  to  the  faitih  our  barbarous  forefathers,  the 
ma,  the  Franks,  the  Goths,  the  Lombacds^  &c. ; 
A  who,  during  the  eleven  centuries  preceding  the 
nwtion,  had  learned  to  bend  the  knee  at  the  nEame 
tms ;  md,  with  the  exception  of  a  fewProteabuit 
ohes,  by  every  christian  in  the  world,  wImi.  has 
ed  since  that  period.  I  mention  not  this  as  aii 
a1  to  authority :  but  I  do  it  ta  express  my  snuw 
%  th;at  any  individual  should  presmxbe,  on  his  |Bn> 
Authority,  to  out  off  so  large  a  portion  of  mankind 
ti;ie  fold  of  Christ,  by  pronouncing  all  of  them  to 
been  apostates  from  the  £gath  of  the  gospeL 
.t  pontiff  ever  assumed  a  power  equal  to  that  of 
ITicar  of  Stockton  ?  Involved  in  the  same  gui&, 
th^  same  vnhappiness  with  so  many  millions  of  n^ 
iren,  I  may  be  allowed  to  ask  in  Idabetr  name  and 
mn,  on  what  grounds  this  damning  aefttencehfls 
;IM9noynced.    The  demons,  he  ropUea^  wereithe 


136 


totih  of  the  illustrious  dedd,  whose  office  ^WittMlltM' 
cession  between  God  and  man:  consequently  to 'i 
bttte  a  similar  office  to  the  saints,  is  a  revival  of  th 
pagan  worship.     Without  admitting  this  accoi 
the  demons  to  be  perfectly  accurate,  I  may  still  dotib 
the  validity  of  the  inference  which  is  adduced  from  it 
and  enquire  whether  Mr.  Faber  be  prepared  to  asse 
that  every  resemblance  between  the  rites  and  doctrine 
of  a  christian  people,  and  the  rites  and  doctrines  of  the 


pagan  nations,  be  necessarily  a  revival  of  idolatroui 
worship,  and  an  anostacy  from  the  doctrine  of  tht 
gospel.    If  he  be,  I  hope  he  will  not  confine  his  rea- 
sonmg  to  the  christians  in  communion  with  the  Bisho]^^ 
of  Rome,  but  have  the  candour  to  extend  it  to  everj 
society  to  which  it  may  apply.    He  will  then,  per- 
haps, discover  that  by  his  rule,  Protestant  churchei 
are  a  revival  of  pagan  temples,  the  Protestant  hierair 
chy  a  revival  of  the  pagan  priesthood,  and  the  spiritoaTC 
supremacy  of   the  king  a  revival  of  the  pontifitnuX 
power  assumed  by  the  pagan  emperor.    In  the  service 
of  the  established  church,  he  will  learn  that  the  festival 
kept  in  memory  of  the  restoration  of  royalty  in  the 
person  of  Charles  11.  is  an  imitation  of  the  festival  in- 
stituted in  pagan  Rome  under  the  name  of  Regifh- 
gium,   in  memory  of  the  establishment  of   Roman 
liberty ;  that  the  prayers  in  thanksgiving  for  the  arrivd 
of  King  William,  are  a  transcript  of  those  used  at  tbe 
pagan  Bohedromia,  to  celebrate  the  arrival  of  Ion  in 
Attica,  to  preserve  the  liberties  of  the  Athenians: 
that  the  fast  days  annually  appointed  by  the  king,  are 
copied  from  the  Feriae  imperativse,  anciently  appointed 
by  the  pagan  Pontifex  Maxiraus ;  and  that  the  days  of 
thanksgiving  in  honour  of  splendid  victories,  are  a  Irc- 
vival  of  the  pagan  supplications  formerly  decreed  or 
similar  occasions  by  the  Roman  senate.     Indeed,  w^ 
Mr.  Faber's  principle  once  admitted,  I  hardly  kmr 
where  we  should  be  able  to  stop:  our  bench  of  b 
shops  would  be  the  pagan  college  of  Pontifices,-  o 
agncultural  societies  the  pagan  Fratres  Ambarval 
and  our  electioneering  warwhoop  of  no  popery  ' 
pagan  cry  of  Christianos  ad  leonem,  which  so  often 
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-^Munded  in  the  amphitheatres.    In  short,  we  should 
'  aoon  be  transformed  into  a  nation  of  pagans. 

To  confirm  his  reasoning,  Mr.  Faber  informs  us,  that 

"tills  apostacy  of  the  Catholic  church  was  foretold  by 

iSt.  Paul,  who  wrote  to  his  disciple  Timothy,   that 

^'  m  later  times  some  should  depart  from  the  faith, 

^'  gpiving  heed  to  seducing  spirits,  and  doctrines  respect- 

^'  if^  interceding  demonsr    The  last  words  arle  Mr.  Fa- 

-  Iber^s  translation  of  ^ounaikMk  \tu^nm^^ 


Happy, who  can  this  talking  trumpet  seize : 
They  make  it  speak  whatever  sense  tbey  please. 
'  Twas  framed  at  first  an  Oracle  t*  inquire ; 
fiat  since  each  sect 
The  text  inspires  not 

DRTDS5. 


c  wnaievor  sense  tney  piease. 

rst  an  Oracle  f  inquire ;  ^ 

in  prophecy  grows  higher,  >- 

\\  them,  but  they  the  text  inspire.  3 


It  was  not,  indeed,  my  good  fortune  to  study  in 
any  of  the  Protestant  universities,  among  those  who 
have  acquired  so  much  glory  by  ^'  their  labours  in 
^'editing  the  Greek  Testament.'  At  an  early  i^  I 
was  compelled  to  quit  my  native  country,  and  to  seek 
the  advantages  of  education  in  one  of  those  foreign 
Catholic  universities,  in  which  we  know,  from  the* 
Bishop  of  Durham,  that  ancient  and  sacred  learning 
languish  in  a  state  of  the  utmost  depression. f  How- 
ever, even  there,  I  was  able  to  glean  sufficient  inlbr- 
mjEition  to  know  that  Mr.  Faber's  version,  or  interpre- 
tation, is  far  from  being  accurate*  How  will  he  prove 
that  WiflMncaXKw  %a^\umm  mcau  doctrincs  concerning  inter- 
ieeding  demons  f  The  obvious  signification  of  the  words 
.18,  the  teachings  of  demons:  of  their  intercession  the 
apostle  says  nothing :  for  that  improvement  the  sacred 
text  is  indebted  to  the  ingenuity  of  Mr.  Faber.  Nei- 
ther is  there  any  shadow  of  a  proof  that  the  demons 
mentioned  by  the  apostle,  are  the  souls  of  the  illus- 
trious dead :  the  following  verses  shew  that  they  are 
fiUse  teachers,   actually  sdive,   and  employed  in  the 

office  of    seduction :     w  wox^wu  >)^JbXoyafy,    vocAum^ME^TaFtiy   tuf 
lIlMur  9vra>iKr»f,  XMXvoyrvy  Toepiy,  &C.   who  SpCCk  UCS  in  hypoCfisjf, 

^hwt  their  consciences  seared,  forbid  to  marry ^  &c.    Had 

*  Fabei^s  Aoawer,  p.  103.  t  Charge,  p.  18. 
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Mr.  Faber  eonfioed  hxmeolf  tx)  the  comviM  &igtii^ 
version,  bis  mistake  might  hftve  been  excusaUe^ 
Th^re  the  sen$e  is  ambiguous.  In  the  Greek  text  it 
i»  plain.  The  participles  in  the  second  and  thiid 
verses  cannot  agree  with  r«ff;,  but  must  be  r^erred.  ta 
Wouirf :  and  consequently  point  out  the  demons  as  tiie 
living  authors,  not  the  dead  objects,  of  the  condemned 
dof^trine.^ 

I  must  apologise  to  the  reader  s  patience  for 
another  observation  on  this  uninteresting  subject ;  bu 
it  has  acquired  importance  from  the  confidence  with 
which  the  words  of  the  apostle  are  quoted  by  our  apo 


calyptic  adversaries,    I  have  already  shewn  that,  ifb^    **/ 
our  doctrine  respecting  the  intercession  of  the  saint 
we  are  apostates,  the  whole  body  of  christians  durinj^ 
^t  least  eleven  ceiit«]ies,  and  the  great  majority  oi 
chvistians  during  the  last  three  centuries,  must  be  in? 
vplved  in  the  same  guilt.    Now  I  ask,  whether  it  h 
possible  to  apply  the  prediction  of  itie  apostle  to 
)imU]f^ous  a  body,  to  so  many  hundred  millions  of  thia^^ 
{NToCessors  of  the  christian  name  ?    Does  St.  Paul  aajp" 
that  all  christians,  or  the  greater  number,  or  even  thal^ 
many  among  them  would  apostatize  ?    No :  only  som^^, 
9ivff^  a  word  which  to  me  appears  to  designate  an  incofH* 
siderable  sect,  compared  with  the  great  society  o^ 
christians.    I  may  also  add»  that  Mede's  explanatioi^ 
was  soon  after  renited  by  the  learned  Protestant  com* 
mentator  Dr.  Whitby,  who  shewed  that  the  prophecjf 
of  the  apostle  regarded  not  the  present,^  but  the  fin^t^ 
age  of  the  christian  church.t 

On  the  subject  of  indulgences,  and  works  of  pe^ 
nance,  Mr.  Faber,  like  his  predecessors,  has  describee]^ 
indulgences  as  pardons,  and  works  of  penance  as  atqne^t- 
ments  of  sin.    In  some  of  the  preceding  pages^  thii# 


*  I  know  9n  attempt  has  been  made  to  translate  »  vv^K^^an 
kaXoyM  thfough  He  hypocrisy  of  false  teac/terss  but  tbi3  ip^aoii^g  i 
(orec4,  unnatural,  and  unnecessary. 

t  As  Mr.  Faber,  after  Mede,  refers  to  St.  Epipbanius,  let  bi.m 
suit  that  ftither  (Hnres,  48) :  he  will  Mnd  that,  in  his  opinion,  the 
diction  was  evidently  verified  in  the  heresy  of  the  Cataphryge,  and 
similar  S0ots:  qz^vi  ^i^^n^eu. 


139 

mistake  has  been  already  noticed :  ftor  $h&U  I  fatigue 
tbe  reader  by  a  repetitioa  of  what!  have  previously 
Advanced.*  One  line,  however,  has  dropt  from  the  pen 
of  Mr.  Faber,  which  requires  some  observatioq.  The 
Bishop  of  Durham,  he  tells  us, ''  does  not  censure  the 
^' austerities  pf  penance,  if  found  to  be  of  any  ««f."t 
What  are  we  tp  infer  from  this  vague  and  uncertain  in- 
formation ?  That  the  Right  Rev.  Prelate  has  not  yeit 
mad^  up  his  mind  on  the  utility  of  works  of  penance, 
and  therefore  does  not  choose  either  to  sanction  or 
condemn  them  ?  This  certainly  displays  a  more  ami- 
4ibl0  modesty,  and  less  of  a  dogmatising  sipirit,  than 
soQici  persons  have  thought  they  discovered  in  his 
Charge :  but  it  should  be  remembered  that  Christianity 
has  now  been  preached  about  eighteen  hundred  years, 
and  that  it  is  certainly  time  that  those,,  who  are  teach^- 
era  of  Israel,  should  be  able  to  afford  some  information 
pn  80  interesting  a  subject.  That  in  the  ancient  church, 
the  austerities  of  penance  were  deemed  of  great  utility, 
is  evident  both  from  the  penitential  canons,  and  the 
writings  of  the  fathers.  In  modem  times  it  seems  that 
they  present  a  problem  of  considerable  difficulty, 
which  the  prelates  of  the  reformed  churches,  after 
three  hundred  years  deliberation,  are  unable  to  solve. 
On  the  nature  of  the  provocation  given  by  the  Bi- 
shop's Charge,  Mr.  Faber  has  also  fallen  into  a  mistake. 
The  Remarker  did  not  complain  that  the  Right  Rev. 
Prelate  had  attempted  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  Pro- 
testant, or  to  disprove  the  truth  of  the  Catholic  creed. 

*  Perhaps  the  following  passage  from  a  Catholic  divine,  may  convince 
him  that  we  do  not  derogate  from  the  efficacy  of  Christ's  passion  even  by 
works,  as  they  are  called,  of  satisfaction.  Nulla  prorsus  est  satisfactio 
ab  homine  quovis  peracta,  quae  Deo  sit  grata,  vel  quae  sit  alicujus  omnino 
valoris,  nisi  per  merita  Domini  nostri  Jesu  Christi.  Christus  est,  qui  so- 
lum vere  et  plene  pro  peccatis  nostris  satisfecit,  ex  quo  omnis  nostra 
•ufficicntia.  Nostra  namque  satisfiGictio,  qualis  est  et  quo  mode  nostra 
€st,  potius  est  quaedam  meritorum  Christi  nobis  applicatio,  qnam  propria 
aliqaa  satisfactio.  Sicutautem  per  (idem,  juxta  aliquorum  opinionem 
nobis  applicantur  Christi  merita,  ita  ct  per  quaecumque  opera  pia  et  in 
Dog  facta.  Nihil  enim  in  nobis  tanquam  ex  nobis,  sod  in  eo  qui  nos 
confortat,  omnia  possumus,  &c«     Holden,  Analysis  Fidei,  c.  v.  §  5. 

f  Faber's  Answer,  p.  }01. 
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lis  is  a  right  which  he  will  deny  to  no  one.  The  sub 
jeet  of  his  complaint  was,  the  unfair  and  uncandi 
manner  in  which  the  Bishop  had  conducted  his  attack 
It  was,  that  he  had  attributed  to  us  doctrines^  whic 
we  reprobate  as  sincerely  as  himself;  and  on  the  ficti- 
tious belief  of  such  doctrines,  had  held  us  out  to  the 
contempt  and  execration  of  the  public.  When  apoca- 
.  lyptic  interpreters  have  recourse  to  such  artifices 
,€^e  out  their  respective  systems  concerning  the  w 


of  Babylon,  we  may  amuse  ourselves  with  the  pun 

efforts  of  their  bigotry  or  credulity.  But  the  persona-^Ed 
character,  and  the  high  station  of  the  Bishop  of  Dur 
.ham,  bestow  a  dignity  and  importance  on  such  impu 
taitions,  when  he  is  their  author.  Then  we  owe  it  U 
.ourselves,  to  our  country,  and  to  the  truth,  to  vindicat^-vZ^ 
our  innocence.  This  was  the  provocation  which  ori  .S- 
:ginally  called  forth  the  pen  of  the  Remarker.  Nor  ^^r 
.has  he  any  reason  to  regret  the  occasion,  or  the  issu^^sC 
of  the  contest.  He  may  say  with  Ajax,  (nor  will  th^  ^e 
public  voice  dispute  the  truth  of  my  opinion). 

Si  quaeritis  hujus 
Fortunam  pugMe,  non  sum  superatusab  illo.^  .        


[ 
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OBSERVATIONS 

ON   SOME 

FASHIONABLE  INTERPRETATIONS  OP 

THE  APOCALYPSE. 


Calvinud  saputt  quia  non  scripsit  in  Apocalypsim* 

SCALIOBIU 


])URIN(jr  tbe  long  lapse  of  more  than  fiftedtt  centu* 
lies,  the  visions  of  the  apostle  St.  John  had  been  en« 
veloped  in  the  thickest  obscurity.  At  the  era  of  the 
reformation,  a  strong  ray  of  apocalyptic  light  dissipated 
the  clouds  which  popery  had  raised :  and  since  that 
period  every  old  woman,  of  either  gender^  has  been 
able  to  unravel  with  ease  the  web  of  mystery,  and  to 
reveal  to  the  world  the  true  meaning  of  the  book  of 
Revelations.  From  the  days  of  Luther  to  the  present^ 
we  have  possessed  a  numerous  and  uninterrupted  sue* 
cession  of  translators,  lecturers,  expositors,  and  anno« 
tators,  who  may  truly  be  said  to  have  seen  visions,  and 
to  have  dreamed  dreams :  and,  lest  by  some  mishap 
the  pious  race  should  become  extinct,  Uishop  Warbur- 
ton  has  left  a  fund  for  the  support  or  the  reward  of  the 
more  fiery  among  its  members.*    I  may  admire  his 

*  According  to  his  will,  an  annual  sermon  is  preached  in  Liaeoln'i 
Inn  Chapel,  to  prove  the  Pope  to  be  Antichrist,  ftc«  &e. 
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zeal,  but  not  his  wisdom.  He  probably  did  not  see 
that  he  was  thus  endeavouring  to  diffuse  and  perpe- 
tuate an  alarming  species  of  intellectual  disease,  which, 
for  the  sake  of  distinction,  I  shall  beg  leave  to  call  the 
apocalyptic  mania.  It  has  not,  indeed,  been  hitherto 
classed  in  any  system  of  nosology ;  but  it  is  not  o: 
that  account  less  real,  or  less  general ;  and,  I  trust, 
shall  confer  a  benefit,  on  thje  public  by  proceeding 


point  out  the  origin,  and  to  describe  the  symptoms  oft:  «f 
this  theological  malady* 

When  "  the  magnanimous  fathers  of  the  reformation""  ^-" 
broke  from  the  communion  of  the  Catholic  chureh^eL  -^f 
they  found  it  convenient  to  justify  their  schism,  b; 
pleading  that  the  Pope  was  Antichrist,  and  Rome  tiu 
scarlet  w of  Babylon.  This  doctrine,  while  it  in- 
flamed the  bigotry,  flattered  the  spiritual  pride  of  theii 
disciples :  with  conscious  superiority  ot  birth,  the} 
sougnt  in  the  apocalypse  for  proofs  of  the  ignominious 
descent  of  their  opponents,  and  their  sacrilegious  fiemiili* 
arity  with  the  mysterious  volume,  quickly  produce 
the  disease,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  present  obser-^ 
vations.  Its  progress  was  rapid.  It  soon  pervadecS. 
every  department  in  life ;  but  its  most  distmguishecK 
victims  were,  and  still  are,  chosen  from  among  those 
churchmen,  who,  from  the  instructions  of  the  nurseiy 
or  the  university,  have  imbibed  a  lively  dread  of  tli© 
horrors  of  popery.  The  mania  first  manifests  itself  hy 
a  restless  anxiety  respecting  the  future  fortunes  of  th© 
church,  and  a  strong  attachment  to  prophetic  hierogly- 
phics :  the  antichrist,  and  the  man  of  sin ;  the  beast; 
with  ten  horns,  and  the  beast  with  two  horns ;  the^ 
armies  of  Gog  and  Magog ;  the  fall  of  Babylon,  and. 
the  arrival  of  the  millennium,  become  the  favourite,  the 
only  subjects  of  study ;  false  and  ridiculous  perceptions 
amuse  the  imagination ;  the  judgment  is  gradually  eli-' 
feebled,  and,  at  last,  the  most  powerful  minds  sink 
into  the  imbecility  of  childhood.  Of  the  truth  of  this 
description  we  have  a  melancholy  proof  in  the  great 
Sir  Isaac  Newton.  To  him  Nature  seemed  to  have 
unlocked  her  choicest  secrets :  as  a  philosopher  he  was 
and  is  still  unrivalled :  but  no  sooner  did  he  direct  his 
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lele8(K>pe  ttom  the  motions  of  the  heavenly  bodies  to 
the  virions  in  the  apocalypse,  than  his  head  grew  dizzy, 
the  downfall  of  popery  danced  before  his  eyes,  and  he 
iMoarded  predictions  which,  on  the  scale  of  prophets, 
bare  placed  him  far  beneath  the  well-known  Francis 
Moore,  physician  and  almanack-maker. 

It  should  be  observed,  that  this  intellectual  malady, 
like  the  other  species  of  mania,  assumes  a  thousand 
difFerent  shapes,  according  to  the  predisposition  of  the 
subject  which  it  attacks.  I  shall  produce  a  few  in- 
stances. In  1789,  Mr.  Cook  published  a  translation  ot 
the  apo<$alypse,  with  keys  to  open  its  meaning  to  hid 
leaders.  This  reverend  gentleman  was  Greek  professor 
in  the  university  at  Cambridge ;  and,  as  his  reading 
naturally  led  him  to  the  Greek  poets,  he  was '  deter^ 
mined  that  the  author  of  the  apocalypse  should  be  a 
poet,  and,  moreover,  the  rival  of  Sophocles.  In  his 
opinion,  the  apocalypse  is  a  tragedy  formed  on  the 
teme  plan  as  the  CEdipus  Tyrannus.  **  The  drama 
^*  opens  with  the  temple  scene :  the  seald,  the  trumpet, 
^  and  the  vials  unfold  the  plot ;  and  though  the  anti- 
christ does  not  die,  no  more  than  CEdipus,  yet  he 
(blls  into  such  calamity  as  makes  him  an  object  of 
'*  pity,  and  justifies  the  lamentations  pronounced  on 
"hifi  downfall."  Nor  is  this  all.  By  trying  one  of  his 
apocalyptic  keys  on  the  Odyssey  of  Homer,  he  has 
discovered  that  poem  also  to  have  been  inspired,  and 
informs  us  that  the  suitors  of  Penelope  represent  the 
vassals  of  popery,  who,  under  the  pretence  of  courtinj 
the  bride,  the  christian  church,  devour  all  the  goo< 
things  in  her  house,  till  Christ,  the  true  Ulysses,  the 
4k  <roo5  or  safe  way,  arrives,  and  wreaks  his  vengeance 
on  them. 

In  Mr.  Granville  Sharp,  the  favourite  apocalyptic 
Nostradamus  of  the  Rector  of  Newnton  Longville, 
^Le  Mes.  reply,  p.  193,  202,)  the  mania  has  shewn 
itself  in  a  difFerent  manner.  This  gentleman  is 
|;nown  to  be  singularly  partial  to  monosyllables.  Hd 
has  written  a  volume  on  the  Hebrew  letter  vau, 
and    another  on  the    Greek  articles    s  ^,  ^*     From 
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letters  and  articles^  he  was  induced»  by  hk  previoua 
success  and  the  importunity  of  his  friends,  to  proceed 
to  the  explication  of  the  visions  in  the  book  ot  Reye« 
lations.    Here  the  apocalyptic  mania  soon  discovered 
itself:  but  the  appearance  of  the  disease  was  modified 
by  his  previous  habits  of  monosyllabic  investigation. 
He  convinced  himself  that  the  name  of  the  beast  was 
Lateinos,   and  that  Lateinos  must  signify  the  Latin, 
church.    The  proof  is  curious.     Lateinos,   he  con-^ 
tends,  is  derived  from  the  Hebrew  monosyllable  LAT^ 
which  means  to  cover  or  conceal.     Now  the  Latim. 
church,  in  the  celebration  of  the  mass,  conceals  som» 
of  the  prayers  from  the  people,  by  ordering  them  tc^ 
be  pronounced  with  a  low  voice :  therefore  the  Latiife. 
church  is  Lateinos,    the  beast   in    the   apocalypse*. 
Moreover  the  head  of  the  Latin  church  resides  in  th» 
palace  of  the  Lateran,  a  name  derived  from  the  sam^ 
monosyllable  LAT :  and  the  Lateran  palace  is  situated, 
in  the  country  anciently  called  Latium,  an  appellatiom 
also  derived  from  the  same  monosyllable  Lat:   and: 
Latium  is  a  province  of  that  part  of  Europe  called 
Italy,  which  also  derives  its  name  from  the  same  mo- 
nosyllable LAT.    Be  not  startled,  gentle  reader :  apo- 
calyptic maniacs  can  with  equaJ  facility  read  bact* 
wards  or  forwards;  and  Mr.  Sharp  informs  us,  thaty 
if  we  read  Italy  backwards,  we  shall  have  Ylati,  in 
the  midst  of  which  is  the  same  Hebrew  monosyllable 
LAT.*    Naviget  Anticyram! 

In  Mr.  Galloway  the  visions  of  St.  John  assumed  a 
different  character,  from  the  horror  with  which  the  in- 
terpreter viewed  the  French  revolution.  With  him 
the  beast  of  the  bottomless  pit  was  France,  the  little 
horn  was  France,  the  man  of  sin  was  France,  and  an- 
tichrist was  France.  Mr.  Galloway  was  a  punster; 
and,  during  his  apocalyptic  paroxysm,  he  was  unable 
to  distinguish  between  a  pun  and  a  syllogism.  The 
beast«  he  tells  us,  is  revolutionary  France,  because  the 
beast  sprung  from  the  earth,  which  is  a  revolutionary 

•  Granville  Sharp  to  the  Hebrew  nation,  p.  127—131. 
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i^t,  performing  diuitial  revolutions  round  its  axis, 
.  atmual  revolutions  round  the  sun.* 
Vith  Messrs.  Kett  and  Bicheno,  history  appears  to 
the  dominant  idea.  Mr.  Kett  has  sent  St.  John 
^ cavern  in  thq  isle  of  Patmos,  to  employ  himself 
mting  a  prophetic  history  of  England,  describing 
'etail  the  miseries  it  should  suffer  under  the  iron 
t  of  popery,  and  its  final  liberation  from  them  by 
glorious  revolution  of  1688.  Mr.  Bicheno  has 
usferred  the  scene  from  England  to  Germany ;  but, 
the  distance  should  lessen  the  interest  of  the  book, 
be  judgment  of  the  English  reader,  he  has  added 
acovery,  which  must  bring  it  home  to  every  heart, 
assures  us,  that  the  present  generation 

•    (O  fortunatos  nimiuui,  sua  si  bona  norint !) 

actually  enjoy,  and  have  long  enjoyed,  the  pro- 
sd  millennium  of  peace,  virtue,  and  happiness. 
Tere  I  to  describe  all  the  varieties  of  the  disease, 
le  observations  would  swell  to  an  unmeasurable 
c.  I  shall  therefore  content  myself  with  noticing 
prophetic,  which  is  perhaps  the  most  prevalent, 
ues.    When  the  mind  is  seized  with  this  mania, 

regions  of  futurity  are  instantly  opened  to  its 
it ;  it  can  point  out  the  date  and  nature  of  every 
it  which  is  to  happen ;  it  can  inform  us  in  what 
r  popery,  mohammedism,  and  infidelity  are  to 
sh;  when  and  where  antichrist  is  to  be  born, 
n,  and  die ;  who  is  to  restore  the  holy  land  to  the 
B ;  and  in  what  year  the  new  Jerusalem  is  to  de- 
id  from  heaven.  It  is  m  vain  that  preceding  pro- 
Is  have  frequently  outlived  their  own  predictions : 
lessons  of  experience  are  heard  with  contempt  : 

each  new  seer  is  convinced  of  the  truth  of  his 
L  visions.  Among  those  who  have  suffered  lately 
er  this  form  of  the  disease,  the  most  distinguiabed 
Mr.  Whitaker  and  Mr.  Faber,  both  scholars  of  ex- 

Boe  Brief  Commentaries  on  such  parts  of  the  Revelations  and 
prophecies,  as  immediatclj  refer  to  the  present  times,  by  Josepli 
iway,  Esq 
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tensive  erudition,  and  both  equally,  animated  against 
the  Church  of  Rome.    They  both  agree  that  Luther 
is  the  angel  with  the  everlasting  gospel ;  and,  if  by 
his  gospel  they  mean  the  solifidian  doctrine  already  no- 
ticed, they  have  a  chance  to  be  right.     It  may  justly 
be  called  everlasting ;  for  it  will  probably  find  prose- 
lytes as  long  as  man  shall  dwell  on  the  earth.     Mr. 
Whitaker  discovers  that  the  two  horns  of  the  beast 
are  the  two  monastic  orders  of  the  Dominicans  and 
Franciscans.     Why  they  should  claim  the  preference 
before  their  brethren,  of  greater  antiquity,  or  more  ge- 
neral diffusion,  I  know  not ;  but  it  is  certainly  unfor-. 
tunate  that  the  beast  has  not  four  horns :  then  you,  ye 
sons  of  Benedict  and  Loyola,  might  have  had  the  ho- 
nour of  being  seated  on  the  remaining  two.    The  same 
gentleman  informs  us  that  the  Ottoman  empire  will 
soon  fall,  Rome  be  wrested  from  the  pope,  and  the 
seat  of  the  papacy  be  transferred  to  Jerusalem.    Mr. 
Faber  makes  an  equal  display  of  erudition ;  but  the 
third  angel,  Mr.  Whitaker's  Zuingle,  he  has  placed  in 
a  most  uncomfortable  situation :  he  has  bound  him  fast 
in  the  midst  of  the  ocean,  and  transformed  him  into 
the  insular  Church  of  E^igland!    Nor  does  he  always 
agree  with  his  rival  in  more  important  points.    The 
two  beasts  he  shews  to  be  the  two  contemporary  Ro- 
man empires,  temporal  and  spiritual,  under  the  em- 
perors'and  the  popes ;  and  gives  his  readers  the  pleas- 
ing intelligence,  that  both  the  Turk  and  the  Pope  will 
expire  in  the  year  1868.     Though  he  does  not  expect 
to  witness  this  happy  event  himself,  yet  he  has  the 
goodness  to  promise  a  sight  of  it  to  many  of  the  pre- 
sent generation : — 

E»  ETfov  XaX;^aj  /utavTCusTa*,   ni  koh  tfx*. 

Unfortunately  for  these  two  prophets,  each  disputed 
the  accuracy  of  the  predictions  of  his  rival :  an  ani- 
mated controversy  followed ;  and  the  result  has  been 
a  conviction  in  the  minds  of  most  of  their  readers, 
that  each  has  completely  succeeded  in  demolishing 
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the' system  of  hta  adversary,  and  completely  fiiiled  in 
established  his  own. 


t .'  < 


"  Thus  have  I  attempted  to  describe  the  different 
vf^ptoms  of  this-  disease ;  but  I  hope  1  shall  be  ex« 
eused  from  indicating  the  method  of  cure.  When  the 
mania  has  once  obtained  possession  of  the  brain,  I 
doubt  whether  three  Anticyrae  would,  be  sufficient  to 
expel  it.  I  would  rather,  like  Dr.  Trotter  in  his  trea^ 
tise  on  the  nervous  temperament,  endeavour  to  correct 
UMit ^predisposition  which  naturally  leads  to  it.  I  would 
advise  the  Protestant  theologian  to  suspend,  for  a 
while  at  least,  his  assent  to  some  of  those  doctrines, 
which' education  has  taught  him  to  revere  as  sacred. 
I.  would  have  him  learn  to  doubt  whether  it  be  cer- 
tain, that  a  long  succession  of  bishops,  through  many 
centuries,  can  be  that  one  individual  described  by  St. 
Paul  as  the  man  of  sin :  or  that  the  church,  from 
which  almost  all  other  churches  have  received  the 
knowledge  of  the  gospel  is,  ''  the  great  mother  of 
'*  harlots,"  and  the  kingdom  of  Antichrist.  I  would  re- 
commend to  him,  if  he  must  decypher  the  apocalptic 
hieroglyphics,  to  attend  to  the  solemn  asseveration  of 
their  author,  which  is  frequently  repeated  both  in  the 
first  and  the  last  chapters,  that  his  predictions  were,  ' 
even  at  the  time  in  which  he  wrote,  on  the  point  of 
being  fulfilled.  In  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and 
the  first  period  of  the  christian  history,  he  may  find 
enough  to  exercise  his  ingenuity,  and  may  perhaps 
stumble  on  the  only  clue  which  can  lead  to  the  so- 
lution of  the  difficulties  contained  in  this  mysterious 
volume.  I  am  aware  that  what  I  ask,  will  not  readily 
be  granted  to  me.  The  doctrine  that  popery  is  thq  Y 
beast,  the  pope  antichrist,  and  christian  Rome  the 
whore  of  Babylon,  is,  I  know,  an  important  part  of 
the  new  gospel  preached  by  Luther  and  his  associates : 
it  forms,  to  use  the  words  of  a  learned  prelate,*  ^  a 
*'  primary  pillar  of  the  reformed  faith."  But  when  I 
<;oiisider  the  dangerous  consequences  of  this  doctrin^^ 

•  Wi4ion't  Thtological  Tract*,  vol.  v.  p.  7* 
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its  dfAeterioM:  efiiBcta  <m  the  judgiaeiil  Of  sonftta 
the  most  distk^uished  writeiB  of  the  ProtOitaM 
mtmioD,  the  ridicule  which  it  serves  to  throw  « 
iospirtd  writiiigt,  aod  the  handle  wluch  it  gives  il 
sneeiB  and  contempt  of  tibe  pfofeated  infidel.  In 
a  well4banded  hope  that,  for  the  sake  of  religte 
humanity,  it  wiU  ineet  with  Uttle  support  from  itib 
lightened  characters,  who  now  preside  in  the 
blished  church.  If  it  once  formed  a  piUar  of  M 
formation,  I  conceiTe  it  could  only  be  a  teiftf 
support,  which  mav  now  be  removed  without  a 
to  the  fkbric.  Tofthe  pious  fraud,  from  its  utflit] 
fin^  re£armers  might  easily  reconcile  their  consck 
at  the.present  day  it  may  be  rejected  by  ttoir  w 
son  with  some  credh :  it  cannot  be  retained  irii 
disgrace.  .i 


.•  I 
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A    LETTER 


TO 


A  CLERGYMAN 


OF 


THE  DIOCESE  OF  DURHAM, 


IN   AM8WBR   TO 


HIS  SECOND  LETTER 


TO   THE 


AUTHOR   OF  THE  REMARKS, 


ON    THB 


BISHOP  OF  DURHAM'S  CHARGE. 


SIR, 

\.T  last,  after  an  interval  of  more  than  ten  months, 

?o\i  have  done  me  the  honour  to  notice  the  Vindication 
^  the  Remarks  on  the  Bishop  of  Durham's  Charge, 
^here  was  an  air  of  dignity  in  the  length  and  obsti- 
nacy of  your  silence.  It  seemed  as  if  the  right  reve- 
't'ena  Prelate,  conscious  of  the  superiority  of  his 
^ause,  disdained  any  further  defence.  But  your  se- 
cond letter  has  removed  the  mask,  and  has  shewn, 
both  how  anxious  was  his  wish,  and  how  difficult  was 
your  task,  to  frame  something  like  a  specious  reply. 
However,  had  you  been  content  to  oppose  argument 
to  argument,  I  should,  without  any  apprehension  of 
the  result,  have  cheerfully  left  the  decision  of  the 
controversy  to  the  unbiassed  judgment  of  our  com- 
mon readers.  But,  Sir,  like  a  true  son  of  the  mag- 
nanimous parent  of  the  reformation,  you  have  sought 
to  blacken  the  moral  character  of  your  opponent : 
and  it  is  possible,  that  in  minds  unsuspicious  of  such 
artifices,  the  disgrace  which  you  have  attempted  to 
fasten  upon  him,  may  injure  the  reputation  of  the 
cause  which  he  has  undertaken  to  defend.  On  this 
account  I  shall  request  the  indulgence  of  my  readers, 
while  I  make  a  few  reflections,  which  may  prove  a 
short,  but,  I  trust,  a  satisfactory  refutation  of  the 
charges  and  mis-statements  contained  in  your  second 
letter. 

You  begin  the  attack,  Sir,  in  the  true  spirit  of  the- 
ological chivalry.  You  point  your  spear  with  ca- 
lumny, and  attempt  to  bear  down  your  adversary 
with  abuse.  You  tell  me  that  *'  I  stand  no  longer  on 
**  the  same  footing  of  credibility  as  yourself:  that  I 
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"  have  been  convicted  of  insincerity  and  misrepresen — 
•*  tation :  that  I  have  offended  less  against  the  ruleiB^ 
"  of  logic  than  the  laws  of  morality :  that  my  lan^ 
**  guage  is  equivocal,  and  adopted  for  the  pious  pur^ 
"  pose  of  cajoling  heretics :  that  I  have  been  g^ilty^ 
"  of  the  most  impudent  and  barefaced  perversion  af 
*'  the  testimony  of  ancient  writings,  that  controversy- 
*' even  with  papists  can  furnish;  and  that,  before  I 
*'  can  claim  even  the  distinction  of  being  routed,  I 
**  must  first  regain  that  fair  character  of  honesty  and 
*'  sincerity,  which  the  public  will  not  ceaaic  to  reqiiii^^ 
''  in  m«  as  an  author,  however  I  may  elude  its  indig- 
"  nation  as  a  man.*"    Courteous  and  gentle  clerk,  I 
thank  you.  But  you  will  do  me  the  favour  to  remember, 
that  th^  points  at  issue  between  us  are  to  be  deter- 
mined^ not  by  invective,  but  by  reasoning ;  and  u- 
perienee  must  already  Isbave  taught  you,,  that  however 
willingly  I  may  acknowledge  the  superiority  with 
which  youi  wield  the  weapons  of  abuse,  I  can>  bav€ 
no  reason  to  trembk  before  you  in  the  field  of  argi^ 
naient.    We  have  both  appealed  to  the  public :   the 
public  must  be  our  judge.     If  you  think  that  thede-* 
fence  of  the  Bishop's  Charge  cannot  be  conducted 
without  invective  and  calumny,  you  have  my  hearty 
consent  to  use  them.     It  is  my  good  fortune  to  write 
in  defence  of  a  cause,  which  with  conscious  pride  re- 
jects the  aid  of  such  paltry  and  unworthy  artifices. 

Non  tali  auxilio,  nee  defensoribus  istis. 

You  must  therefore  excuse  me,  Sir,  if  I  do  not  detain 
either  you  or  the  reader,  by  refuting  the  charges  which 
you  have  so  wantonly  advanced.  As  in  the  vindica- 
tion I  proved  the  truth  of  all  the  Remarker's  state- 
ments, so  in  the  present  letter  I  trust  to  justify  what- 
ever I  asserted  in  the  Vindication.  Should  I  effect 
this  (and  of  my  success  I  entertain  not  the  smaJIest 
doubt)  all  your  accusations,  urged  vrith  so  much  noise 
and  vehemence,  will  prove  but  empty  sounds,  harmless 
to  me,  and  injurious  only  to  their  author. 

*  CliDi^man's  5M  Letter,  p.  2,  3,  21,  52,  72. 
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Thd  topics  discussed  in  your  introductory  pages 
may  be  reduced  to  two, — whether  Catholics  may  be 
believed  when  they  explain  their  own  creed,  and  whe- 
ther to  accuse  them  of  impious  and  sacrilegious  doc«» 
trines  be  to  weaken  the  foundation  of  the  christian 
leligion.  To  your  observations  on  each  of  these  sub-^ 
jects  I  shall  make  a  brief  reply. 

That  it  is  ridiculous  for  any  among  us  to  claim  belief 
to  our  statements  of  the  Catholic  doctrine,  you  assert, 
faecaxise  we  cannot  point  out  any  profession  of  faitb^ 
or  any  canons  of  our  councils,  universally  admitted  by 
Catholics }  neither  can  we  tell  where  the  infallible 
authority  of  our  church  resides.*  Now,  Sir,  in  return, 
permit  me  to  ask  you  *'  one  very  easy  and  simple  ques- 
"  tion,"  That  both  you  and  the  Bishop  of  Durham  are 
perfectly  acquainted  with  the  Catholic  doctrine,  can- 
not be  doubted.  That  prelate,  in  his  Charge,  kindly 
piresented  us  with  a  profession  of  Catholic  faith,  and 
though  a  Catholic  divine  has  protested  against  its  con* 
tentg,  you  have  written  two  pamphlets  to  prove  that 
it  is,  in  every  title,  most  correct  and  accurate.  May 
I  then  take  the  liberty  to  ask,  from  what  sources  you 
and  the  Bishop  derived  your  statement  of  the  Catholic 
creed  ?  If  from  written  documents,  I  trust  these  are 
as  accessible  to  Catholics  as  to  Protestants:  if  not, 
doy  I  pray,  inform  us  of  what  colour  was  the  spirit 
that  so  cliaritably  instructed  you.  One  of  your  pre^ 
decessors^  the  illustrious  Zuinglius,  had  also  the  advan- 
tage of  a  supernatural  teacher,  though  it  escaped  his 
notice  whether  the  doctor  was  white  or  black.  NesciOf 
albus  an  aterfuerit. 

To  your  question,  where  the  infallibility  of  the  Ca- 
tholic church  resides,  I  answer,  in  the  episcopal  college 
united  to  the  pope.  In  return  you  will  perhaps  oblige 
nae  with  the  information,  where  the  infallibility  of  the 
Established  church  resides.  Say  not,  that  you  claim 
no  infallibility.  I  talk  not  of  words,  but  things :  and 
it  is  evident  that  every  sect,  which  possesses  any 
church  government,  does  in  fact,  and  must  exercise 

*  Id.  p.  4. 
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the  privilege  of  infallibility.*  Now  1  suspect,  but  with 
deference  to  your  better  judgment,  that  it  resides  in 
the  high  court  of  parliament.  I  know  I  can  bring  no 
text  of  scripture  in  support  of  my  opinion  ;  but  I  can 
appeal  to  what  no  orthodox  clergyman  dares  reject,  to 
the  authority  of  an  act  of  parliament.  *'  Nothing  shall 
"  henceforth  be  accounted  heresy,  but  what  is  so  ad- 
*' judged  in  the  holy  scripture,  or  in  one  of  the  four 
**  first  general  councils,  or  in  any  other  national  or  pro- 
**  vincial  council  determining  according  to  the  word  of 
"  God  ;  or  finally  tc/iich  shall  be  so  adjudged  in  the  time 
"  to  come  hy  the  court  of  parliament^  with  the  assent  of 
**  the  clergy  in  convocation''     1  Eliz. 

2.  In  the  Vindication,  I  had  asserted  that  the 
Bishop's  Charge  was  a  libel  on  the  veracity  of  Christ, 
and  that  in  its  tendency  it  went  to  undermine  the  very 
foundations  of  the  christian  faith.  To  this  you  oppose 
an  indignant  answer.  But,  Sir,  if  the  bill  of  impeach- 
ment drawn  up  by  our  Right  Reverend  accuser  be 
true,  it  is  also  true  that  the  whole  christian  church,  for 
more  than  a  thousand  years  before  the  reformation, 
professed  doctrines  derogatory  from  the  honour  of  God 
the  Father,  from  the  mediatorship  of  God  the  Son,  and 
from  the  divine  influence  of  God  the  Holy  Ghost. 
Now,  Sir,  can  you  think  that  it  was  to  establish  a 
church  like  this  that  the  Saviour  of  mankind  suffered 
on  the  cross  ?  Can  you  believe  that  the  eternal  God 
would  descend  upon  earth,  submit  to  the  infirmities  of 
human  nature,  and  undergo  the  most  painful  and  dis- 
graceful death,  that  he  might  leave  behind  him  a  race 

*  Of  late  we  have  heard  much  of  a  new  species  of  infalJIbility,  the 
peculiar  privilege  of  a  class  of  ancient  politicians.  It  seems  that  the 
men,  who  settled  the  principles  of  the  exclusive  system  about  the  time 
of  tho  revolution,  were  not  liable  to  error.  Their  doctrines,  we  are  told 
by  persons,  who  profcas  ihemsclves  the  bitterest  enemies  of  civil  and 
intellectual  thraldom,  are  too  sacrod  to  be  controverted :  their  authority 
Is  superior  to  argument :  and  while  men,  and  manners,  and  opinions  are 
daily  changing,  the  restraints  and  exclusions  adopted  hy  them  are  to  be 
perpetuated  in  defiance  of  reason,  policy,  and  justice.  This  infallibility 
is  now  the  grand  argument  of  our  political  adversaries.  It  is  the  cloak 
with  which  they  cover  their  own  nakedness.  They  appeal  to  the 
wisdom  of  their  ancestors,  to  conceal  their  own  folly. 
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of  men,  who,  instead  of  serving  him  in  spirit  and  trulh^ 

s^bould  contaminate  his  worship  by  carnal  observances 

amd  J^sehood  ;  and  who,  worse  than  the  very  pagans 

"^hat  knew  him  not,  should  pretend  to  serve  him,  while 

^hey  worshipped  idols ;  and  should  in  reality  deny  the 

^sfficacy  of  his  passion,  while  they  pretended  to  place 

~     it.  their  only  hope  of  salvation  ?     Can  you  believe 

hat  after  so  many  magnificent  promises,  after  doing 

%md  sufiering  so  much  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 

.^[reat  object  he  had  in  view,  he  would  entirely  abandon 

:it  during  so  many  centuries,  and  reserve  the  regenera- 

"•ion  of  mankind  to  the  piety  of  the  eighth  Henry,  and 

"»he  penSecuting  policy  of  the  virgin  queen,  his  daughter 

IBlizabeth  ?    Truly,  Sir,  you  must  either  acknowledge 

^hat  the  Bishop's  zeal  for  what  he  thought  tlie  cause 

«f  truths  has  carried  him  into  the  regions  of  fiction,  or 

^ou  must  concede  to  the  infidel,  that  the  blood  of 

Christ  was  shed  in  vain.    You,  indeed,  tell  us  that  the 

texts  to  which  I  alluded  are  misunderstood,  and  that 

amone  the  popes  there  have  been  men  of  wicked  lives. 

That  1  have  given  the  true  sense  of  the  texts,  I  have  no 

doubt ;  and,  if  some  popes  have  disgraced  their  station 

by  their  vices,  one  of  the  apostles  did  so. too.   But  this 

is, foreign  to  our  purpose.     The  true  question  between 

us  is>  how  the  doctrine  of  the  Bishop  can  be  consistent 

with  the  object  of  Christ's  mission  upon  earth ;    and 

this  question  you  very  prudently  evade.    I  therefore,  a 

second  time,  jrequest  you  will  inform  me,  what  answer 

you  would  give  to  the  infidel,  who  should  urge  your 

opinion  as  a  proof  that  Christianity  had  not  effected  the 

purpose  for  which  it  was  established,  and  who  should 

thence  infer  that  it  was  not  in  reality  the  work  of  God. 

This  is  a  very  serious  difficulty,  and  deserv^es  the  at- 

tention  of  all  those,  whose  zeal  for  the  reformation 

prompts  them  to  calumniate  the  Catholic  church,  at 

the  expence  not  of  truth  only,  but  also  of  the  gospel. 

I.  Of  the  subjects  originally  discussed  by  the  Bishop 
of.  Durham,  the  first  in  order  regards,  the  meaning  of 
thesp  words  of  the  decalogue  :  *'  Thou  shalt  not  make 
*'  unto  thee  any  graven  image— thou  shalt  not  bow 
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'*  down  thyself  to  them,  and  serve  them."*  Testimo- 
nies of  respect  are  in  themselves  of  an  ambiguous  na- 
ture :  and  for  the  sake  of  perspicuity  I  shall  distinguish 
between  religious  respect,  and  divine  worship.  By 
the  former  I  would  understand  an  inferior  kind  of  ve^ 
neration  exhibited  from  motives  of  religion  ;  by  the 
latter  such  as  testifies  the  supreme  excellence  of  its 
object,  and  cannot  without  impiety  be  offered  to  any 
but  the  divine  Being.  As  graven  images  are  allowed 
to  be  made  among  Protestants  as  well  as  Catholics, 
the  true  point  in  dispute  between  us  will  be,  whether 
the  reverence  here  forbidden  to  be  shewn  to  them^  be 
confined  to  divine  worship  alone,  or  should  also  in- 
clude what  I  have  termed  religious  respect..  I  main- 
tain the  former :  you,  Sir,  are  a  strenuous  advocate 
for  the  latter.  I  shall,  therefore,  beg  the  mdulgence 
of  the  reader,  while  I  lay  before  him  the  reasons  on 
which  I  build  my  own  opinion,  and  by  which  I  hope  to 
overturn  yours. 

1.  In  considering  the  decalogue,  Protestant  as  well 
as  Catholic  divines  are  accustomed  to  distinguish  the 
moral  from  the  ceremonial  parts  of  the  law.  The  moral 
part  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  actions  commanded 
or  prohibited ;  and,  as  this  never  changes,  is  of  eternal 
obligation.  The  ceremonial  part  was  peculiar  to  the 
Jewish  system  of  religion,  and  consequently  ceased  to 
bind,  the  moment  that  system  was  abolished.  To 
which  of  these  divisions  do  you.  Sir,  refer  the  prohibi- 
tion of  making  and  worshipping  images  ?  If  to  the 
latter,  it  is  no  longer  in  force  :  it  no  more  binds  the 
consciences  of  christians  than  the  precept  which  com- 
manded the  Jews  to  keep  the  Saturday  holy.t     If  to 

*  Bxod.  XX. 

t  This  is  expressly  the  doctrine  of  a  celebrated  Protestant  diviae. 
'^  The  second  commandment,  as  it  is  positive,  and  was  given  to  the 
*'  Jews  on  account  of  the  circumstances  of  time  and  place,  binds  the 
'^  new  people  of  Christ  no  more  than  the  commandment  respecting  the 
''  Sabbath."  Grotius.  Opor.  theol.  Tom.  3.  p.  485.  Indeed  withoat 
some  such  distinction,  I  know  not  how  our  reverend  and  right  rovereod 
accusers  can  justify  their  frequent  violation  of  one  or  more  of  the  prohi- 
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the  former,  you  must  acknowledge  that  the  worship 
prohibited,  is  in  its  own  nature  immoral :  whence  I 
shall  deduce  this  consequence,  that  it  cannot  be  the 
religious  respect  which  the  Catholic  church  allows  to 
be  paid  to  images.  Were  such  respect  naturally  im- 
moral, it  must  be,  because  no  reverence  whatever  can 
be  lawfully  exhibited  to  inanimate  objects :  an  opi- 
luon,  which  I  have  already  proved  to  be  false,  from 
numerous  instances  recorded  in  the  holy  writ.  Your 
orthodoxy,  indeed,  has  pronounced  that  they  have  no 
relation  to  the  subject :  as,  however,  I  am  of  a  different 
opinion,  I  shall  offer  no  apology  for  recalling  them  to 
your  recollection.  If  to  pay  religious  respect  to  an 
manimate  object  be  naturally  unlawful,  why  did  Joshua 
'^  £eJ1  on  his  face  to  the  earth  before  the  ark  of  the 
'*  Lord,"  or  why  did  David  introduce  it  with  so  much 
solemnity  into  the  city  of  Zion  ?  Why  were  the  Beth- 
Shemites  smitten  because  they  looked  into  the  ark ; 
or  the  anger  of  God  kindled  against  Uzzah  because  he 
took  hold  of  it  ?  Why  was  Moses  bidden  to  put  off 
his  shoes  on  mount  Horeb,  because  it  was  holy  ground ; 
or  why  did  the  psalmist  exhort  the  Israelites  to  bow 
themselves  down  to  the  footstool  (the  ark)  of  God,  fe- 

bitions  contained  in  Hie  tifleenth  chapter  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles. 
Thttr  charity  has  a  store  of  indulgence  for  their  own  appetites;  it  has 
noiio  for  the  consciences  of  their  Catholic  brethren.  If  a  Catholic  saj 
Ilk  pmy«i8  before  a  crucifhc,  their  piety  is  alarmed.  He  is  an  idolater, 
ibay  exclaim :  he  violates  the  second  commandment,  he  derogates  from 
ib«  honour  of  God  the  Father.  Now,  when  a  clergyman  eats  a  black- 
puddmg  to  hisi  dinner,  does  he  not  violate  the  prohibition  of  eating 
Nood,  published  by  the  apostles :  does  he  not  know,  that  whoever 
despises  them,  despises  him  that  sent  them :  and  hence  will  it  not  follow, 
that  he  also  derogates  by  his  disobedience  from  the  honour  of  God  ?  If 
he  say  in  his  defence,  that  the  prohibition  was  only  temporary,  why 
may  not  the  Catholic  say  the  same  with  respect  to  the  prohibition  of 
images  }  To  me  at  least  our  Protestant  black  pudding  eaters  appear 
to  stand  in  a  very  dangerous  predicament.  The  prohibition  id  declared 
to  be  issued  in  the  name  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  It  is  express,  without  any 
liinitation  as  to  time  or  place.  It  is  conceived  in  the  same  words  as 
tlie  prohibition. of  fornication.  Now  as  their  faith  is,  or  pretends  to  be, 
b»ill  on  scripture,  and  scripture  alone,  I  could  wish  to  know  how  they 
can  without  scruple  continue  to  cat  blood,  unless  the  prohibition  has 
been  r^[>ealed  by  the  infallible  omnipotence  of  an  act  of  parliament  c* 
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cause,  it  was  holy  ?  *  Why  in  short  is  the  devout  Pro- 
testant exhorted  to  kneel  before  that  orthodox  imag^ 
of  the  Redeemer,  "  those  bodily  elements  of  earthly 
".  manufacture/'  the  bread  and  wine  in  the  Lord's 
Supper  ?t  From  these  instances  it  must  be  evident 
to  every  reader,  that  there  is  nothing  naturally  immoml 
in  the  mere  exhibition  of  religious  respect  to  an  inani- 
mate object:  and  hence  I  think  myself  authorized  to 
infer  that  the  worship  prohibited  by  the  commandment 
is  of  a  different  tendency,  a  worship  which  goes  "  to 
"  make  images  our  Gods."  * 

2.  That  the  prohibition  is  confined  to  a  worship  of 
this  nature  is,  I  think,  evident  from  the  very  reason 
on  which  it  is  grounded :  that,  '*  God  is  a  jealous 
**  God :"  one  who  will  not  permit  the  reverence  due 
to  himself  to  be  given  to  another :  and  who .  conse- 
quently forbids  divine  honour  to  be  paid  to  images .:{; 

•  -  • 

*  P«.  xcix.  5.  In  t^ie  present  Protestant  bible  wo  read,  "  woi^faip- 
'^  at  his  footstool,  because  /le  is  boly.'*  The  original  expression  is  tbe 
same  here  as,  in  the  commandment :  I  have  therefore  employed,  th^ 
same  English  phrase,  suspecting  that  the  present  orthodox  readiilg  may 
have  bcfen  inspired  by  that  horror  for  popery  which  aniiuated  the  iiH 
dastry  of  our  translators.  They  had  indeed  received  the  plenitado.dF 
the  spirit:  for  they  not  only  reformed  the  church ;  they  even  reformed 
the  scriptures.  . 

f  There  is  a  rubric  to  explain  this  ceremony,  the  history  of  which  is 
curious.  It  was  first  inserted  in  the  book  of  common  prayer  by  the 
authority  of  Edward,  the  infant  head  of  the  church.  It  was  afterwards 
expunged  by  the  superior  illumination  of  his  sister,  his  female  successor 
in  that  ecclesiastical  dignity.  It  was  lastly  restored  with  honour  to  its 
original  place  by  the  less  fallible  judgment  of  another  head  of  the  church, 
of  mature  age  and  of  the  male  sex,  Charles  the  8ccond.^  The  policy 
of  Elizabeth  was  to  allure  the  Catholics  within  the  pale  of  ortljodoxy : 
that  of  Charles  to  soothe  the  resentment,  and  silence  the  scniples  of  the 
presbyterians.  .     . 

J  This  also  is  the  reasoning  of  a  celebrated  Protestant  divine.  The 
second  commandment,  says  Thorndike,  setting  forth  God  for  a  God 
that  is  jealous  of  his  people,  whether  they  worship  him  or  not,  mani- 
festly supposeth  their  covenant  to  forsake  all  other  Gods  beside  him,  a 
contract  of  marriage  between  him  and  his  people,  which  if  it  be  so,  it  i^ 
no  less  manifest  that  the  images  which  the  precept  supposeth,  are  th,e 
representations  of  other  Gods,  which  his  people  were  wont  to  commit 
adultery  with  by  worshipping  them. 

Thorndike,  Weights  and  Mea^^ures,  p^  \QQ, 
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;  3.  As  soon  as  the  ten  commandments  had  been  de-: 
Uvered  to  the  Jews,  Moses,  at  their  request,  entered 
liie  darkness  to  speak  privately  with  the  Lord.  The 
first  words  addressed  to  him  on  this  occasion,  contain 
an  evident  allusion  to  the  prohibition  of  image-wor- 
ship. *'  Ye  have  seen  that  I  have  talked  with  you 
"  from  heaven .  Ye  shall  not  make  with  me  Gods  of 
"silver,  neither  shall  ye  make  unto  you  Gods  of 
"  gold/'*  Now  these  words  appear  to  me  to  prove,  as 
forcibly  as  words  can  prove,  that  the  worship  Ifor- 
bidden  to  be  paid  to  images,  was  divine  worship,  or 
such  as  would  make  them  Gods.  I  omit  many  other 
passages  of  similar  import,  which  occur  in  the  Old 
Testament. 

Having  thus  shewn  you  some  of  the  reasons  which 
induced  me  to  assert  that  by  this  commandment  was 
prohibited  *'  the  making  of  images  so  as  to  adore  and 
'*  serve  them,  that  is,  to  make  them  our  Gods,"  I  shall 

Eroceed  to  notice  the  five  arguments  by  which  you 
ave  attempted  to  prove  my  opinion  to  be. false. 

1 .  You  assert  that  in  this  hypothesis  the  words  for- 
bidding the  worship  of  images  would  be  only  a  weak  and 
partial  repetition  of  the  preceding  prohibition  of  false 
Gods.  I  answer  that  it  is  not  a  repetition,  but  an  expla- 
nation. .  It  extends  the  prohibition  of  having  other  Gods 
to  theusual  method  of  worshipping  them  by  idols.  Hence 
we  perpetually  find  in  scripture  these  two  phrases,  the 
worship  of  images,  and  the  worship  of  other  Gods, 
used  indiscriminately  for  each  other.  See  1  Kings, 
xiv.  9.     2  Kings,  xvii.  35.  41.     Is.  xliv.  15.  17. 

2.  To  your  question  why  we  should  depart  from  the 
obvious  meaning  of  the  terms,  I  reply  that  I  have 
already  shewn  the  obvious  meaning  to  agree  not  with 
your  opinion,  but  with  mine. 

3.  I  our  reference  to  Deuteronomy,  c.  iv.  is  far  from 
being  conclusive.  The  reason  there  expressed  does  not, 
in  my  judgment, ''  clearly  intimate  that  the  command- 
"  ment  forbids  to  worship  the  true  God  by  any  image," 
but  forbids  the  Israelites  to  make  an  image,  and  wor- 

*  Exod.  xxi.  22. 
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ship  it  as  the  true  Grod.  Therefore  Moses  adds;  ''  and 
'^  lent  thou  lift  up  thy  eyes  unto  the  heaven,  and  when 
'*  thou  seest  the  sun  and  moon,  &c.  shouldst  be  driven 
"  to  worship  them  and  serve  them." 

;  4.  You  appeal  in  support  of  your  opinion,  to  the 
idolatry  of  Jeroboam,  who  made  two  calves  of  gold, 
and  said  to  the  people,  *'  Behold  thy  Gods,  O  Israel, 
"  which  brought  thee  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt/ 
This  very  text,  if  I  can  understand  it,  proves  that  Je- 
roboam meant  to  give  divine  honour  to  the  idols.  To 
you  it  appears  otherwise ;  and  in  support  of  your  opi- 
nion you  have  pursued  a  very  ingenious  train  of  argu- 
ment through  the  two  following  pages.  But  it  fre- 
quently happens  that  an  orthodox  imagination,  while 
it  employs  itself  in  filling  up  the  chasms,  overlooks 
the  express  assertions,  of  the  scriptures.  Positive  as 
you  may  be,  that  Jeroboam  only  intended  to  worship 
the  God  of  Israel  with  the  aid  of  these  images,  you 
will  allow  me  to  give  more  credit  to  the  declaration  of 
God  himself,  who  says,  that  Jeroboam  had  done  evil 
above  all  that  were  before  him,  because  he  had  made 
him  other  Gods  and  molten  images,  and  had  cast  €rod 
behind  his  back.* 

6.  Your  last  argument  is  drawn  from  the  conduct  of 
the  Jews,  **  who  declared  to  Pilate  that  their  law  was 
'*  violated  by  the  little  images  of  eagles  annexed  to 
**  the  Roman  standards,  and  told  Vitellius  that  the 
**  laws  of  their  city  forbade  them  to  suffer  an  image  to 
'*  be  brought  into  it."  But  permit  me.  Sir,  to  ask 
you  whether  these  images  were  objects  of  pagan  wor- 
ship, or  were  merely  intended  for  civil  and  military 
purposes.  If  the  former,  they  can  have  no  reference 
whatever  to  the  present  controversy  :  if  you  prefer  the 
latter,  you  must  admit  that  every  kind  of  image,  whe- 
ther it  be  intended  for  a  religious,  civil  or  military 
purpose,  is  equally  forbidden  by  the  commandment 
But  this  concession  will  necessarily  defeat  your. own 
argument.  From  it  will  follow,  either  that  the  prohi- 
bition of  images  was  a  part  of  the  ceremonial  law,  and 

*  1  Kings,  xiv.  9. 
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csonnquently  abrogated  by  the  introduction  of  Chris- 
tianity, or  that  Protestants  no  less  than  Catholics  live 
itt  the  habitual  violation  of  the  commandment,  and  of 
course  are  included  in  the  Bishop's  censure  of  dero- 
^ting  from  the  honour  of  God  the  Father.  In  either 
case  1  trust  we  must  be  acquitted  even  by  our  adver-' 
saries.  I  shall  now  proceed  to  your  observations  on 
Ae  councils. 

Educated  from  my  infancy  in  the  Catholic  faith,  and 
employed  during  many  years  in  teaching  its  principles 
to  others,  I  conceived  myself  as  well  qualified  as  any 
Protestant  prelate  could  be,  to  inform  the  public  what 
are  our  real  sentiments  with  respect  to  the  worship  of 
images.  I  presumed  therefore  to  observe,  that  the 
retpect  which  we  allow  to  be  paid  to  them,  is  such  as 
Et  subject  may  pay  to  the  effigy  of  his  sovereign,  or 
such  as  nature  prompts  a  child  to  pay  to  the  portrait 
of  a  deceased  parent.*  To  a  respect  of  this  descrip- 
tion jrou  have  not  dared  to  object :  but  you  dispute 
my  smcerity,  and  roundly  assert  that  "  the  allegation 
"  is  false  in  fact."  At  this  I  was  not  surprised,  I 
knew  how  testy  some  persons  are  when  their  favourite, 
opinions  are  contradicted.  But  I  was  truly  surprised 
when  I  found  you  appealing  to  the  authority  of  the 
council  of  Trent!  Now,  Sir,  what  is  there  in  the 
acts  of  that  council,  that  authorises  any  other  species 
of  worship  than  such  as  I  have  described?  Is  it 
where  we  are  told  that  there  is  no  divinity  or  virtue  in 
images,  on  account  of  which  they  are  to  be  respected : 
that  nothing  is  to  be  prayed  from  them :  that  no  con- 
fidence is  to  be  placed  in  them  ?  No :  but  the  council 
says,  **  that  the  honour,  which  is  paid  to  them,  is  re- 
**  ferred  to  the  prototypes  which  they  represent :  so 
*'  that  by  the  images,  which  we  kiss,  and  before  which 
**  we  uncover  our  heads,  and  prostrate  ourselves,  we 
**  adore  Christ  himself.''  Here  you  fix  your  foot,  and 
assert  that  in  these  words  may  be  traced  a  wish  to  en 
courage  the  giving  of  divine  worship  to  images.  **  Of 
»'  course,"  you  infer,  (reader,  attend ;  such  precious 

♦  Vindic.  p.  12. 
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specimens  of  theological  reasoning  are  not  frequently 
to  be  met  with)  "  the  various  acts  of  devotion,  .which 
"  it  would  be  proper  to  exhibit,  if  the  divine  Redeemer 
**  were  personally  present,  may  with  equal  propriety  be 
"  directed  to  his  images,  as  long  as  we  keep  in  mind  that 
'*  they  are  only  the  types  and  representations  of  his 
"  divinity.  Such  is  the  plain  meaning  of  the  words."* 
Now,  Sir,  you  perhaps  may  have  seen  the  spiritual 
and  temporal  peers,  in  the  house  of  lords,  bow  to  the 
empty  throne :  your  horror  of  popish  rites  may  haye 
induced  you  to  demand  an  explication  of  this  idolatrous 
custom,  adopted  even  by  Protestant  prelates :  ani 
you  may  have  received  for  answer,  in  the  words  of.  ther 
council,  that  the  honour  which  is  immediately  paid  ti^ 
the  throne,  is  referred  to  the  king  whom  it  represents^* 
and  that  through  it  the  peers,  when  they  bow  before 
it,  shew  their  respect  to  his  majesty  himself.  But, 
Sir,  could  you  infer  from  this  explication  that  in  the 
opinion  of  the  house  of  lords,  and  consequently  of  the 
whole  bench  of  bishops,  the  various  acts,  which  it 
would  be  proper  to  exhibit,  if  the  sovereign  were  pe^ 
sonally  present,  may  with  equal  propriety  be  directed 
to  the  throne?  If  such  reasoning  be  admitted,  we 
shall  behold  the  next  new  bishop  kissing  the  throne 
instead  of  kissing  hands,  on  his  promotion;  we. shall 
hear  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury,  on  the  next  birth- 
day, addressing  a  speech  of  congratulation  to  the 
throne :  and  we  shall  perhaps  see  you  yourself,  should 
his  majesty  deign  to  notice  your  efforts  in  the  defence 
of  your  prelate,  and  dole  out  to  you  a  pittance  from 
the  loaves  and  fishes,  expressing  your  gratitude,  not 
to  the  royal  donor  himself,  but  to  his  parliamentary 
representative,  the  throne. 

2,  From  the  council  of  Trent  we  ascend  to  one  of 
higher  antiquity,  the  second  council  of  Nice.  It  is 
with  visible  complacency  you  enter  on  this  part  of 
your  subject :  and  while  your  humanity  affects  to  pity 
the  thraldom  of  the  Catholic  intellect,  forced  "  to 
**  gorge  itself  with  so  gross  a  meal,"  your  orthodoxy 
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?«xults  in  the  imaginary  prospect  of  an  easy  victory, 

-Perhaps,  Sir,  the  few  reflections  which  I  am  going 

-to  make,  may  induce  you  to  lower  your  tone,  and  to 

.doubt  whether  you  had  not  better  have  allowed  the 

old  bishops,  who  composed  this  council,  to  sleep  in 

peace,  with  all  their  miracles  and  images,  than  have 

disturbed  their  repose  to  make  them  bear  witness 

-  against  you. 

1 .  With  the  false  notion  which  you  have  formed  of 

-  the  Catholic  doctrine,  you  will,  perhaps,  be  surprised 
to  learn,  that  there  occur,  in  the  publication  called 
the  acts  of  this  council,  histories,  to  which  I  am  as 

^little  disposed  to  give  credit,  as  you  can  be  yourself: 
and  that  of  the  authorities  quoted  by  the  members, 
though  many  are  authentic,  there  are  also  many,  which 

*  Oatholic  writers  have  not  hesitated  to  pronounce  spu- 

,  nous  or  doubtfiil. 

2.  You  will,  probably,  be  still  more  surprised,  when 
'  I  venture  to  inform  you,  that  the  acts  of  this  council 

tire  of  no  authority  in  the  Catholic  church.  We 
assent,  indeed,  to  the  doctrinal  decree  passed  in 
the  last  session,  which  was  approved  by  the  popes : 
but  in  the  acts  and  canons,  much  is  contained  to  which 
the  Roman  church  would  never  impart  its  sanction. 
Sane  notandum  est,  says  Anastasius  Bibliothecarius, 
■  wlio  wrote  within  less  than  a  century  after  the  council, 
queedam  in  hac  synodo  ex  Apostolorum  et  sextsB  uni- 
Tersalis  synodi  canonibus  et  sententiis  inveniri,  quee 
penes  nos  interpreta  nee  habentur,  nee  admittunturJ'^ 

*  1  have  traiiscribed  tho  whole  p&ssage  from  Anastasius,  that  the 
.  leader  may  judge  of  the  accusation  which  Dr.  Phillpotts,  after  a 
silence  of  seventeen  years,  has  brought  against  me,  with  much  aspe- 
rity of  language,  indecorous  in  a  clergyman,  and  dangerous  in  a  pp- 
lemic.  He  asserts  that  I  quoted  the  passage  with  an  intention  to  de- 
eeivi^  and  under  a  consciousness  that  the  original  had  a  very  different 
meantng. — The  confidence  with  which  this  chpj^e  is  made,  can  be 
oqnalled  only  by  the  weakne^^s  with  which  it  is  supported.  I  may  ap- 
peal to  every  reader  who  understands  the  Latin  language,  whether  the 
.  obvious  meaning  ofthe  words  docK  not  bear  me  out  in  my  iissertion ;  and 
to  every  one  acquainted  with  the  canon  law,  whether  certain  canons  con- 
firmed by  the  council  were  not,  and  arc  not,  rejected  by  the  Roman 
church.    And  how  is  the  chance  supported?    By  a  translation,  in 
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3.  Should  you  even  succeed  in  proving  that  the 
council  allowed  divine  worship  to  be  paid  to  ima^ei^, 
what  inference  could  you  draw  from  it?  That  Ca- 
tholics at  the  present  day  admit  the  same  doctrine  ? 
I  see  not  by  what  laws  of  reasoning  such  a  conclusion 

'  can  be  established.  Our  present  doctrine  is  a  fiaict 
which  cannot  be  set  aside  by  ai^ument :  and  all  that 
the  eight  pages  which  you  have  devoted  to  this  sub- 
ject can  possibly  prove,  is,  not  that  we  give  to  images 
the  worship  due  to  God,  but  that  we  are  wrong  in  b6- 

.  lieving  that  the  council  of  Nice  did  not.  This,  how- 
ever, is  a  point  foreign  to  the  Bishop's  Charge. 

4.  But,  Sir,  it  would  be  uncourteous  to  dismiss  yoiir 
arguments  with  no  further  comment.  The  industry 
with  which  you  have  toiled  through  so  many  folio 

•  pages  in  the  pursuit  of  an  ignis  fatuus^  undoubtedly 
deserves  to  be  rewarded  with  an  ansvf^er.  After  a 
long  and  tedious  ramble,  you  returned,  it  sefems, 
to  your  desk,  in  possession  of  two  iniportant  pas- 
sages, which  you  considered  as  incontrovertible  proofs 
of  your  accusation.  But  by  some  mii^chance,  for 
which  it  is  not  my  province  to  account,  though  you 
discovered  these,  you  did  not  discover  a  hundred 
other  passages,  which  would  have  solved  every  diffi- 

.  culty,  and  shewn  an  exact  agreement  between  the  doc- 
trine of  the  council  and  the  doctrine  contained  in  the 
Vindication.  Your  love  of  truth,  Sir,  your  candour  and 
sincerity  will  undoubtedly  thank  me,  if  I  lay  sonie  small 
part  of  that,  which  you  omitted,  before  the  eyes  of 

which  Dr.  P.  with  the  aid  of  an  interpolation  of  bis  own,  makes  his 
author  speak  nonsense;  by  another  passage  from  Anastasius  which^vi- 
dently  means  the  contrary  of  that  which  he  would  deduce  from  it; 
and  by  a  train  of  reasoning,  which  is  plainly  erroneous,  because  it  is 
built  on  a  supposition  that  is  false  in  fact.  To  fill  up  the  measure  (^ 
Lis  blunders.  Dr.  P.  proceeds  to  prove  that  the  Roman  church  admits 
the  seventh  general  council ;  and  then,  by  some  unaccountable  baHud- 
naiion  of  intellect,  takes  this  to  be  the  same  thing  as  approving  and 
adopting  every  word  contained  in  a  tract,  purporting  to  be  a  report  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  council,  and  of  the  speeches  made  by  the  dif- 
ferent mcml^Kjrs!  Of  ihese,  in  defiance  of  Dr.  P.  we  shall  continue  to 
think  and  speak  as  we  please;  to  the  doctrinal  decree,  and  such  caoons 
as  were  approved,  and  to  such  only,  it  b  our  duty  t6  submit. 
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oiir  readers.    They  will  be  the  better  able  to  judge 
between  us. 

The  short  passage  which  I  inserted  in  the  Vindica* 
tion  from  the  doctrinal  decree  of  the  council,  "  that 
"the  only  worship  allowed  to  images  was  an  honorary 
"  worship,  not  the  true  worship  belonging  to  God 
"  alone,'  is  repeatedly  enforced  and  elucidated  in 
different  parts  of  the  acts.  The  members  there  inform 
US,  that  in  the>  Greek  language,  words  expressive  of  re-» 
spect,  are  of  themselves  ambiguous :  but  that,  when* 
ever  they  apply  them  to  images,  they  wish  to  point  out 
a  frpecies  of  reverence  far  inferior  to  that  which  is  thje 
exclusive  right  of  the  divinity :  that  they  do  not  pay 
any  respect  to  the  matter  or  the  colours  of  images; 
but  by  them  are  put  in  mind  of  the  original,  to  whom 
they  pay  such  honour  as  is  due  :  that  they  do  not  call 
images  Gods,  nor  serve  them  as  Gods,  nor  place  their 
hope  of  salvation  in  them,  nor  give  them  divine  ho- 
nour :  that  all  such  assertions  are  the  calumnies  of  their 
enemies :  (perhaps  some  bishop  had  been  preaching  a 
charge  against  them:)  that  they  give  not  to  images  that 
adoration  which  is  made  in  spirit  and  truth :  and  that 
they  know  images  to  be  nothing  else  than  mere  imita* 
tions  of  the  originals.*  To  these  testimonies  I  may 
be  allowed  to  add  the  following  solemn  address  to  our 
blessed  Redeemer.  "  Never  have  vye  been  perverted 
"  to  offer  to  any  creature  under  heaven  the  adoratiou 
•*  due  to  thee.  To  thee  alone,  our  Saviour,  we  sing: 
**  besides  thee,  O  Lord,  we  know  no  other. *'t  Cer* 
tainly,  no  man  can  attentively  and  impartially  consider 
these  passages,  and  still  believe  that  the  council  or- 
dered divine  worship  to  be  given  to  images. 

In  the  face,  however,  of  these  repeated  professions 
of  their  faith,  you  still  dare  to  accuse  them  of  an  ido- 
latrous worship.  They  allow  incense  to  be  burnt,  and 
tapers  to  be  lighted,  in  honour  of  images.  **  Is  this," 
you  exclaim,  *'  the  respect  which  nature  prompts  a 
^  <^ild  to  pay  to  the  portrait  of  his  deceased  parent  ?  ** 
'Why,  Sir,  did  you  not  add  the  rest  of  the  passage  as  it 

♦  LabW,  p.  182,  185,  412,454,521.  f  lb.  p.  484. 
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stands  in  the  Vindication :  "  or  which  a  subject  may 
**  lawfully  pay  to  the  eflSgy  of  his  prince  ?"  Probably 
for  this  reason,  that  it  shews  at  once  the  emptiness  of 
your  objection.  The  christians  of  the  east  were  ac- 
customed to  light  tapers,  and  to  burn  incense  before 
the  statues  of  the  emperors.  It  was  the  very  token  of 
respect  exacted  from  the  subject  towards  the  effigy  of 
his  prince.  You  could  not  be  ignorant  of  it.  You  had 
partly  read  it  in  the  Vindication :  you  had  repeatedly 
read  it  in  the  acts  of  the  council :  ♦  and  as  you  your- 
self do  not  condemn  such  a  respect,  to  be  consistent 
with  yourself,  you  must  acquit  the  council.  I  ac- 
knowledge that  this  custom  will  appear  very  strange  lo 
a  mere  untravelled  Englishman :  but  you.  Sir,  caimol 
be  ignorant  that  the  manners  of  different  people  are 
different,  and  that  the  exubarent  ceremonial  of  the  east 
is  not  to  be  estimated  by  the  cold  phlegmatic  temper 
of  the  northern  nations .  The  other  circumstance  which 
scandalizes  you,  is,  that  the  council  says,  **  we  are 
**  made  partakers  of  some  sanctification  through  them." 
But  this  difficulty  will  be  easily  solved  by  a  comparison. 
If  when  I  bow  my  head  at  the  name  of  Jesus,  I  mean 
to  honour  my  Redeemer,  I  perform  an  action  pleasing 
in  his  sight ;  and  if  I  perform  an  action  pleasing  in 
his  sight,  I  obtain  some  spiritual  benefit  to  my  soul, 
or,  in  the  language  of  the  council,  I  become  partaker 
of  some  sanctification.  Now,  as  no  reason  can  be  given 
why  I  may  not  bow  when  I  see  the  representation  of 
his  sufferings,  as  well  as  when  I  hear  the  sound  of  his 
name,  I  cannot  conceive  why  I  may  not  then  also  be 
said  to  receive  some  spiritual  benefit  to  my  soul,  or  to 
become  partaker  of  some  sanctification. 

These  reflections  will,  I  trust,  suffice  to  vindicate 
the  doctrine  of  the  council,  in  the  mind  of  the  impartial 
reader.  I  shall  proceed  to  notice  your  animadversions 
on  the  different  speeches  of  its  members.  In  the  first 
session  was  read  an  epistle  from  Pope  Adrian,  declar- 
ing what  was  the  faith  of  the  Roman  church  on  the  sub- 
ject of  images :  and  to  this  faith  the  whole  council 
declared  its  unqualified  assent.     From  that  moment 
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167 

the  great  object  of  the  meeting  was  Accomplished : 
but  on  the  following  days  several  of  the  members  were 
permitted  to  propose  and  explain  their  respective  seor 
tiinents.  With  respect  to  doctrine,  all  were  agreed  : 
but  their  discourses  prove  that  some  among  them  were 
iM)  great  adepts  in  the  art  of  criticism,  or  were  pos- 
Jiesfied  of  A  greater  share  of  credulity  than  has  fallen 
either  to  your  lot  or  mine.  One  of  them  gravely  told 
a  story,  ridiculous  enough,  of  an  old  monk  who  was 
so  harassed  by  the  repeated  assaults  of  the  devil,  that 
at  length  he  entered  into  a  sort  of  compronaise  with 
hkn.  The  bargain  was  made :  but  the  conscience  of 
the  monk  was  not  at  peace.  He  consulted  a  neigh- 
bouring abbot ;  and  it  is  of  your  translation  of 
-the-  answer  attributed  to  this  old  gentleman  that 
J./conceive  I  have  a  right  to  complain.  The  abbot 
roplied  that  the  monk  had  better  have  yielded 
to  the  temptation  than  have  "  refused  to  honour 
"  our  Lord  God  Jesus  Christ  with  his  mother  in  the 
'*  image."  With  the  propriety  of  the  advice  I  have  no 
concern :  but  may  1  ask  why,  instead  of  this  expres- 
Bion,  you  have  adopted  the  following  words,  **  rather 
•'than  deny  to  worship  the  image  in  question.*'.* 
That  you  attach  some  importance  to  them  is  evident, 
from  your  having  printed  them  in  italics :  and  that 
you  would  have  the  reader  believe  them  to  be  the  very 
words  of  the  abbot,  I  may  infer  from  your  having 
placed  them  within  inverted  commas.  Now,  Sir,  do 
you  believe  these  two  expressions  to  convey  to  the 
mind  exactly  the  same  idea?  If  so,  why  did  you 
abandon  that  in  the  original,  and  prefer  one  of  your 
own  framing  ?  Do  you  believe  that  they  have  different 
meanings  ?  If  so,  I  cannot  conceive  by  what  argu- 
ments you  can  reconcile  it  with  your  sincerity  to  have 
corrupted  the  writer  whom  you  were  translating.  Had 
lifbeen  guilty  of  such  a  misstatement,  how  fervently 
would  your  orthodoxy  have  declaimed  against  the  dis- 
honesty and  misrepresentations  of  popish  contro- 
vertists  I     But  it  is  a  truth  which  experience  has  long 
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since  established,  that  those  are  the  first  to  suspect 
others  of  dishonesty,  who  are  addicted  to  it  them- 
selves. 

Among  the  articles  which  the  policy  of  our  enemies 
has  added  to  our  religious  creed,  is  one  of  a  most  per- 
nicious tendency :  that  faith  is  not  to  be  kept  with  he- 
retics.   Were  this  the  place,  it  would  not,  perhaps, 
be  diflScult  to  shew,  that  our  adversaries  themselves 
have  a  better  claim  to  the  honour  of  this  doctrine.     Of 
my  readers,  those  who  are  conversant  with  the  history 
of  the  revolution,  must  know  that  there  was  such  a 
thing  as  the  treaty  of  Limerick :  and  those  who  have^ 
watched  the  course  of  events    during  the   presents: 
reign,  will  retain  some  faint  recollection  of  a  certain^ 
promise  made  to  the  Catholics  of  Ireland.     That  you^ 
Sir,  wish  to  uphold  this  baseless  calumny  against  us^ 
I  do  not  mean  to  assert :  yet  I  cannot  conceive  iomr 
what  other  purpose  you  have  dragged  into  discussions 
the  decree  of  the  council  of  Nice  respecting  the  oaths 
of  the  Iconoclasts.     It  will  not  be  difl&cult  to  justify- 
that  decree.     During  a  paroxysm  of  religious  phrenzy, 
some  zealots  had  bound  themselves  by  oath  to  destroy 
every  image.     The  council  considered  their  conduct 
as  impious,  and  of  course  pronounced  their  oath  to  be 
invalid.     Now  what  is  there  to  reprehend  in  such  a 
decision  ?    Were  one  of  your  parishioners  to  swear  on 
the  bible  that  he  would  burn  the  communion  table  in 
your  church,  would  you  maintain  that  he  was  bound 
to  observe  his  oath  ? 

From  the  scriptures,  and  from  councils,  you  appeal 
to  the  ancient  schoolmen.  As  if  you  had  been  dele- 
gated by  the  Almighty  to  visit  the  iniquities  of  the 
parents  on  their  children,  not  merely  to  the  fourth,  but 
to  the  twentieth  generation,  you  condemn  us  of  idola- 
try, because  you  fancy  you  have  found  idolaters  among 
our  predecessors  some  centuries  ago.  If  the  old 
schoolmen  really  taught  an  idolatrous  doctrine,  it  was 
their  misfortune  :  let  them  answer  for  it.  With  their 
opinions  the  catholics  of  the  present  day  have  no  con- 
cern. Why  must  I  be  an  idolater,  because  a  Spaniard 
or  an  Italian  was  an  idolater  in  the  fifteenth  or  six- 
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l^ntfa  century  ?  The  schoolmen  were  fond  of  subtle 
tnd  metaphysical  distinctions :  they  often  endeavoured 
to  explore  the  mysteries  of  religion  till  they  were  lost 
in  an  abyss  of  obscurity ;  but  they  laid  no  claim  to  in- 
fallibility, nor  exacted  from  their  brethren  an  unqualified 
assent  to  their  opinions.  We  consider  them  as  private 
unauthorised  individuals.  If  their  doctrine  be  con- 
formable to  that  of  the  church,  we  admit  it :  if  not,  we 
reject  it.  We  neither  subscribe  to  all  their  opinions, 
ftor  have  we  to  answer  for  their  occasional  errors. 

But  you  say,  **  they  were  men  celebrated  in  their 
"  generation."  Why  so  were  Luther  and  Calvin;  they 
were  also  celebrated  in  their  generation :  they  were 
the  fathers,  the  saints  of  the  reformation.  But  are  you 
willing  to  bfe  accused  of  favouring  the  impure  doctrine 
that  teaches  the  lawfulness  of  substituting  on  some 
occasions  the  handmaid  for  the  wife,  because  it  was 
preached  by  the  magnanimous  Luther  ;*  or  of  believing 
that  the  God  of  all  goodness  is  the  great  author  of  sin, 
because  that  opinion  was  sported  by  the  piety  of 
Calvin  l^f  Undoubtedly  you  are  not.  Permit  me  then 
in  like  manner  to  spurn  the  impious  doctrines,  which 
you  are  pleased  to  ascribe  to  catholics,  on  what  you 
conceive  to  be  the  authority  of  the  ancient  schoolmen. 

With  this  answer.  I  should  have  been  content,  had 
you  not  accused  me  of  misrepresentation  and  perversion 
in  the  manner  in  which  I  treated  this  subject  in  the 
Vindication.  I  owe  it  to  myself  to  repel  a  charge,  of 
which  I  am  conscious  that  I  am  not  guilty.  I  asserted 
that  when  the  old  schoolmen  allowed  the  worship  of  La- 
tria  to  be  given  to  the  cross  of  Christ,  they  only  meant  an 
inferior  honour,  which  might  be  termed  Latria,  because 
its  ultimate  object  was  Christ.  It  was  from  the  object 
in  which  it  terminated,  that  it  received  its  denomina- 
tion. To  this  plea  you  think  proper  to  demur ;  and 
found  your  objection  on  the  authority  of  Bellarmine, 
who,  if  we  may  believe  you,  "  unable  to  reconcile  the 
'*  language  of  St.  Thomas  and  his  followers  with  the 

*  Si  domina  nolit,  adveniat  ancilla.  Op.  Lutb.  t6m«  t.  fol.  123. 
+  Calv.de  praedes.J^  727.  '  . 
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**  express  words  of  the  second  council  of  Nice,  which 
"  defines  the  worship  due  to  images  to  be  infeirior  to 
**  Latria,*  rationally  concludes  that  Aquinas  had  never 
"  heard  of  the  acts  of  that  council/'     1  have  sought 
for  this  rational  conclusion  in  the  works  of  Bellarmine, 
and  in  the  chapter  to  which  you  refer  :    but  have  not 
been  so  fortunate  as  to  find  it.f     I  do  not,  however, 
regret  my  trouble :  as  it  has  disclosed  to  me  some  cir- 
cumstances to  which  it  was  your  duty  to   attend. 
Bellarmine,    indeed,    disapproves    of    the    language 
adopted  by  the  schoolmen,  not  however  because  its 
meaning  was  idolatrous,  but  because  it  might  be  mils- 
understood  ;  J   a  prediction,  which  you.  Sir,  have  k- 
boured  with  much  industry  to  verify.      Instead  of^ 
attributing  to  them  the  doctrine,*  which  on  his  authority 
you  pretend  to  aflSx  to  them,  and  through  them  to  the 
whole  body  of  Catholics,  he  observes  that  it  is  evident 
from  their  works,  that  they  speak  not  of  a  proper  but 
an  improper  kind  of  Latria :    and  that  they  mean  aa 
imperfect  worship,  which  analogically  may  be  reduced 
to  the  species  of  worship  due  to  the  original :  in  other 
words,  a  worship  which  may  be  said  to  be  of  the  same 
kind,  because  it  is  referred  to  the  same  object.^  Hence, 
Sir,  our  readers  may  see,  with  how  much  reason  you 
have  opposed  Bellarmine  to  me  on  this  subject.  Were 
you  conscious  of  the  rectitude  of  your  cause,  what  need 
was  there  of  such  an  unjustifiable  artifice  ? 

It  is,  however,  proper  that  I  explain  more  fully  the 
sentiments  or  rather  the  language  of  those,  whom  yoii 
have  so  rashly  condemned.  It  is  not  a  very  amusing, 
or  very  interesting  subject.  But  to  my  readers  I  shgJl 
offer  no  apology.  If  I  lead  them  through  an  obscure 
and  dreary  path,  to  you  they  are  indebted  for  what- 
ever there  may  be  unpleasant  and  tedious  in  the 
journey.     You  have  chosen  to  build  your  fortress  in 

*  So,  Sir,  it  appears  that  you  have  at  length  discovered  that  the  coun- 
cil did  Dot  allow  divine  worship  to  be  paid  to  images.  Had  yoii  disco- 
vered it  sooner,  it  might  have  spared  both  our  readers  and  ourselves  no 
little  trouble. 

t  Lib.  ll.c.  22,  do  iraag.  Lugduni,  J 587. 

Hl'id.  §  Id.o.  23, 25.     .         " 
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this  Sierra^  and  have  intrenched  yourself  in  it  amid  the 
metaphysical  subtleties  and  Aristotelian  distinctions, 
of  :the  schoolmen.  It  is  my  duty,  and  I  trust,  will  be 
my  good  fortune,  to  expel  you  from  it. 

:The  principal  difficulty  in  understanding  the  lan- 
guage of  these  ancient  divines  arises  from  a  partial 
acquaintance  with  their  works,  different  passages  of 
"which  mutually  serve  to  elucidate  each  other.    They 
were  accustomed  to  divide  respect  into  two  species, 
iwrhich  were  denominated  from  their  objects,  latria  and 
dulia.     Latria  was  that  respect,  which  had  God  for  its 
ultimate  object:    dulia  that  which  was  paid  to  any 
created  being.    Each  of  these,  if  considered  according 
to  their  acceptation  in  common  language,  might  he 
subdivided    into    different  classes  :    but  considered 
strictly  according  to  their  ultimate  object,  they  ad- 
mitted of  no  division.     Hence  every  demonstration  of 
respect  to  an  angel  or  a  man,  to  the  king  or  to  his 
throne,  was  denominated  dulia,  because  it  was  ulti- 
mately referred  to  a  creature :   and  in  like  manner 
every  demonstration  of  respect  to  Christ  or  to  his 
cross,  was  denominated  latria,  because  it  was  uUi^ 
mately  referred  to  Christ.    In  support  of  this  language 
they  urged,  that  the  respect  shewn  to  the  image  did 
not  stop  at  the  image,  but  proceeded  to  the  original :  ♦ 
and  hence  inferred  that  the  cross  of  Christ  was  adored 
with  the  same  kind  of  worship  as  Christ  himself,  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  purple  of  the  king  is  honoured  with 
the  same  honour  as  the  king  himself :  f   a  comparison 
which  is  alone  sufficient  to  vindicate  them  from  all  the 
charges  which  you  have  brought  against  them.     I  do 
not,  any  more  than  Bellarmine,  approve  of  tliis  lan- 

•  Motas  autem  qui  est  in  imagine,  prout  est  imago,  non  sistit  in  ipsa, 
sed  lendit  in  id,  cujus  est  imago,  et  ideo  ex  lioc  quod  imaginibus  Cfarisfi 
exhibetur  religionis  cultus,non  diver<ificatur  ratio  latrie.  St.  Thorn.  2a. 
2e.  q.  81.  art  3  Thomdike's  language  is  similar  to  this.  "  Indeed 
*'  and  in  truth,  it  is  not  the  image  but  the  principal  that  is  honoured  hy 
"  the  honour  that  is  said  to  be  done  to  the  image,  because  it  is  done  be- 
**  fore  the  image."     Weights  and  Measures,  p.  128.       -  i 

t  Sicut  purpura  regis  honoratur  modern  honoro  quo  rex.  Id.  q.  103. 
art  4.  et  8.  parte,  q.  25.  art.  4. 


guag^/ because  it  may  be  misunderstood  by  those  who 
are  not  conversant  with  it ;   but  I  contend  that  bad 
they  maintained  the  present  Protestant  doctrine  re- 
specting the  duty  of  bowing  at  the  name  of  Jesus,  they 
would  have  adopted  the  same  reasoning  as  you  have 
selected  frbm  their  works  respecting  the  worship  of 
the  cross.     They  would  have  said  that  the  name  of 
Jesus  ought  to  receive  the  adoration  of  latria,  because 
the  honour  paid  to  the  name  does  not  stop  at  the  name, 
but  proceeds  to  him  whom  it  represents.    They  would 
have  argued  like  St.  Thomas,  that  the  name  of  Jesus 
receives  no  reverence  in  as  much  as  it  is  a  sound  :  that 
it  is  revered  therefore  as  the  denomination  of  Christ ; 
and  that  of  course  the  reverence  paid  to  the  name  of 
Jesus  must  be  the  same  as  is  paid  to  Christ  himself:  * 
or  like  St.  Bonaventure,  that  we  bow  to  the  name  of 
Jesus  as  to  a  rational  being,  therefore  we  bow  to  it  as 
to  Christ  himself:  but  as  we  bow  we  worship ;  there- 
fore we  ought  to  worship  the  name  of  Jesus  as  Jesus 
himself.f    To  us  accustomed  to  a  different  language, 
«uch  conclusions  appear  at  first  sight  very  extraordi- 
nary :  but  in  themselves  they  are  innocent,  and  shew 
that  the  schoolmen  meant  no  more  by  giving  latria  t 
the  cross,  than  Protestants  do  by  bowing  to  the  nam 
of  Jesus.     And  here,  Sir,  to  leave  the  language  of  th 
schoolmen,  and  to  adopt  a  shori  sentence  from  you 
letter,  perhaps  by  this  time  you  may  begin  to  repen 
your  bold  repetition  of  the  assertion,  that  St.  Thomas^ 
St.  Bonaventure  and  Cajetan  do  hold  the  idolatrous^ 
doctrine  which  in  your  first  letter  you  ascribed  to 
them.  J 

The  heavenly  seed  which  the  Bishop  of  Durham  so 
bountifully  scattered  from  the  pulpit,  did  not  fall  on  a 
rocky  or  ungrateful  soil.  Whoever  compares  the  few 
lines  within  which  he  comprised  his  first  accusation, 
with  the  many  pages  into  which  it  has  been  multiplied 
in  your  letter,  must  be  convinced  that  the  produce  has 
been  a  hundred  fold.  This  increase,  the  orthodox 
churchman  may,  perhaps,  assume  as  an  argument  in 


.Second  Letter,  p.  28. 


t  Id.'  p.  27. 


t  Id.  p.  30. 
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ferour  of  his  cause ;  but  the  obstinacy  of  the  Cathdlic 
will  contend  that  an  assertion,,  which  required  so  many 
arguments  for  its  support,  must  have  been  built  on  a 
very  sandy  foundation.  From  the  charge  against  our 
intellects  we  now  pass  to  a-  charge  against  our  conduct* 
Hitherto  we  are  supposed  to  have  misunderstood  the 
meaning  of  the  commandment,  now  we  are  accused  of 
Jiaving  suppressed  it.  One  accusation  destroys  the 
other.  If  we  mistake  the  meaning  of  the  command** 
ment,  what  motive  can  we  have  to  suppress  it  ?  If  we 
have  suppressed  it  from  improper  motives,  how  can  it 
.lie  that  we  have  misunderstood  its  meaning?  The 
;whole  charge  appears  to  me  the  blundering  job  of 
some  clumsy  workman.  It  dies  felo  de  se;  and  a  jury 
may  be  impannelled  to  decide  whether  it  deserves 
the  honour  of  christian  burial. 

•  In  the  Vindication  I  had  proved  this  part  of  the 
Bishop's  accusation  to  be  unfounded,  from  the  ab- 
surdity and  impracticability  of  the  attempt.  I  had 
.asked  by  what  authority  the  suppression  had  been 
made  ?  By  the  bull  of  what  pope  ?  By  the  decree 
of  what  council  ?  In  what  manner  it  had  been  made  ? 
What  advantage  could  result  from  it  ?  To  these  ques- 
tions you  have  returned  no  answer:  nor  do  I  blame 
you.  You  could  return  none  that  would  have  been  sa- 
tisfactory. But  one  thing  I  take  upon  me  to  blame :  and 
that  is,  that  with  the  consciousness  of  your  inability 
to  reply,  you  have  still  come  forward,  and  in  defiance 
of  fact  and  argument  have  repeated  the  accusation. 
Had  you  made  any  new  discovery  since  your  first  let- 
ter, you  certainly  had  a  right  to  state  it ;  but  I  ob- 
serve that  your  discoveries  are  at  an  endf  and  that  you 
have  confined  yourself  to  a  few  cavils  against  certain 
passages  in  my  answer.     To  these  I  shall  now  reply. 

You  accuse  me  in  the  first  place,  of  shifting  the 
question  from  a  particular  to  an  universal,  and  of  in- 
sinuating that  the  Bishop  speaks  of  the  present  time, 
and  not  of  an  artifice  that  was  adopted  in  past  ages. 
On  the  contrary  I  am  ready  to  affirm,  that  the  Bishop 
did  speak  of  the  present,  as  well  as  of  any  former 
period.     I  know  that  many,  and  I  believe  that  all  who 
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heard,  or  who  have  read  his  charge,  will,  on  this  pbint 
at  leant,  agree  with  me.  It  is  true  that  he  said  an 
artifice  was  adopted  >  though  he  had  too  much  prudence 
to  state  the  time  when,  or  the  author  by  whom  it  was 
adopted :  but  it  is  also  true  that  he  said,  **  in  the  enume- 
**  ration  of  the  ten  commandments  the  second  is  wholly 
"  suppressed."  If  was  necessarily  refers  to  the  time 
past,  I  conceive  that  is  refers  as  necessarily  to  the 
time  present :  nor  can  I  doubt  that  his  Lordship  meant 
to  assert  that  Catholics  not  only  have  suppressed,  but 
still  continue  to  suppress  the  second  commandment. 
However  I  did  not  confine  my  observations  to  the  pre- 
sent day:  whoever  reads  the  Vindication,  will  find 
that  my  arguments  refer  not  only  to  the  is  but  also  to 
the  was  of  the  accusation,  and  show  that  if  in  some  few 
instances  the  words  were  omitted,  that  omission  did 
not  arise  from  any  improper  motive,  but  firom  reasons 
which  every  impartial  judge  must  approve. 

Among  the  books  of  instruction  which  I  mentioned, 
was  the  Catechismus  Romanus;  on  which  you  ob- 
serve that  you  should,  indeed,  have  been  astonished, 
had  it  not  contained  the  commandment.  I,  however, 
•am  at  a  loss  to  explain  your  astonishment.  If  your 
accusation  be  true,  the  omission  would  have  been  the 
most  natural  thin^i^  in  the  world.  The  catechism  was 
compiled  for  the  use  of  the  curates.  They  were  order- 
ed to  study,  to  explain  and  read  it  to  their  parishioners. 
If  then  the  Catholic  church  had  wished  to  withhold 
•the  knowledge  of  the  commandment  from  the  people, 
would  she  have  inserted  it  in  a  book  of  this  descrip- 
tion: or  if  she  did,  would  she  not  at  least  have  ad- 
monished the  curate  of  the  necessity  of  suppressing  it 
in  his  public  instructions?  The  opposite  conduct 
which  she  pursued,  is,  I  think,  a  convincing  proof  of 
her  innocence.  Besides  the  Catechismus  Romanus  I 
had  also  referred  to  the  Institutions  of  Canisius. 
Your  observations  on  this  reference  are  so  very  perti- 
nent, and  so  very  orthodox,  that  I  shall  beg  leave  to 
transcribe  them,  for  the  information  and  edification  of 
the  publicv  "  What  was  my  surprise,"  you  exclaim, 
**  and  what  will  be  the  surprise  and  indignation  of  my 
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*^Teaders,.when  in  this  very  tract,  so  dariiigly;  and  so 
/  unreservedly  brgught  forward  by  yourself,  the  com- 
mandment, instead  of  being  given  entire,  is  presented 
**  to  us  only  in  the  follow^ing  corrupt  and  mutilated 
"  form !  Non  facies  tibi  sculptile  ut  adores  illud.  I 
"  will  not  characterize  this  proceeding  with  any  epi- 
*/  thet.  I  will  only  ask,  whether  the  subornation  of 
"such  testimony  must  not  convince  every  unpreju- 
**  diced  reader,  of  your  utter  inability  to  repel  by 
*/  honest  evidence  the  accusation  urged  against  your 
:*  church.''  In  writing  this  did  you  not  pray  with 
the  poet? 

Fulcra  Laverna, 
Da  mihi  fallcro,  da  justum  sanctumque  videri,    . 
Noctcm  peccatis  et  fraudibus  objice  nubem. 

In  defiance.  Sir,  of  your  real  or  pretended  indignation, 
1  shall  still  beg  leave  to  refer  to  Canisius.  The  dispute 
between  us  is  not  respecting  the  abridgment,  but  the 
suppression  of  what  you  call  the  second  command- 
ment.    Now  I  contend  that  in  this  abridgment  of 
Canisius,  ^'  thou  shalt  not  makie  to  thyself  a  graven 
**  thing  to  worship  it,"  there  is  no  suppression.     Some 
of  the  words  of  the  prohibition  are,  indeed,  omitted  : 
but  the  sense  is  preserved,  not  suppressed.     Do  you 
object  to  the  phrase,  to  worship  it,  which  is  adopted 
instead  of,  thou  shalt  not  worship  it  ?     I  answer  that 
these  words  present  the  true  meaning  of  the  original, 
and  that  Canisius  may  justify  himself  by  the  example 
of  St.  Stephen,  who,  in  quoting  the  prophet  Amo6, 
Adopts  tlie  sanie  mode  of  expression :  "  figures  which 
'*  ye  made  to  worship  them."     But,  Sir,  is  it  certain 
that  you  are  correct  in  your  account  of  this  work  ? 
.That  it  contains  the  passage,  which  you  alledge,  I  am 
ready  to  confess  :  but  if  you  mean  to  insinuate  that  it 
contains  nothing  more,  you  egregiously  deceive  your 
readers.     The  whole  commandment  at  full  length, 
cc^ied  verbatim  from  the  twentieth  chapter  of  Exodus, 
occurs  in  the  same  page.*    And  now.  Sir,  the  public 
perhaps  may  think,  that  the  merit  of  the  fraud  which 

*  lostitnt.  Chris*  Pietatis.    Parkiisj  anno  1579. 
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yoti  60  kitidly  attempted  to  transfer  to  me,  belongifed 
solely  to  yourself.  I,  however,  still  hope  better  of 
you :  and  shall  suppose  it  possible  that  you  employed 
a  mutilated  edition  of  Canisius,  or  that,  satisfied  with 
the  discovery  of  the  abridged  passage,  you  thought  it 
unwise  or  unnecessary  to  make  any  further  enquiry. 

In  the  progress  of  your  observations  you  express  a 
wish  to  decide  the  controversy  by  reference  to  books 
of  religious  institution,  printed  about  the  commence- 
ment of  the  reformation.  This  at  first  sight  may  ap* 
pear  plausible:  but  the  inutility  of  the  attempt  is 
evident  from  your  confession  that  to  obtain  such  bookn 
is  difficult,  if  not  impracticable.*  After  a  long  search 
I  have,  however,  discovered  two,  which  though  not 

*  I  have  discovered  four  English  catechisms  printed  m  1730,  I70JB^ 
I649y  J  639,  all  which  contain  the  commandment.  I  have  since  met 
with  the  catechism  published  by  John,  Archbishop  of  St.  Andrews^ 
"  in  his  proviucial  couucil,  witii  the  advice  of  the  bishops  and  other 
'*  prelate^,  with  doctors  of  theology  and  canon  law  present  at  the  titnei 
''in  1551.  Prentit  at  Sam;  Androns  the  xjlix  day  of  August  the  zeit 
**  of  our  Lord  M.D.  lii."  From  it  I  shall  extract  what  fiegardsthepn* 
sent  subject. 

Fol.  xii.  Thow  sail  haif  na  other  Goddis  hot  me.  Thow  sail 
tiocht  mak  to  thee  (as  Gods)  ony  gravit  yraage,  nothcr  ony  similitude 
of  ony  thing  that  is  in  the  houm  above,  or  in  ye  erd  beneth,  nor  of 
ony  thing  yat  is  in  the  water  under  the  erd.  Thow  sail  nocht  adome 
yame  nor  worship  (as  Goddis.) 

Fol.  xxi.  Thai  syn  agane  this  command,  that  committis  corporal! 
ydolatrie,  quhilk  is,  quhen  men  or  women,  nocht  only  giffis  till  cer- 
laine  creaturis  or  thair  yraagcs  ye  service  of  yair  hartis,  yat  is  to  say, 
faith,  hoip,  and  lufo,  quhilk  aucht  to  be  ge\'en  to  God,  hot  alswa  yai 
gif  to  yame  the  outwart  service  of  thair  body,  as  honour,  worschipi 
and  reverence,  quhilk  aucht  to  be  gevin  to  God. 

Fol.  xxviii.  Ar  ymages  aganis  the  first  command.  Na,  sa  thw  be 
Weil  usit — Quhat  is  the  rycht  use  of  ymages*  ?  Imagis  to  bo  made  na 
haly  writ  forbiddis  (sais  venerabil  Bede)  for  the  sycht  of  thame  spe- 
cially of  the  crucifixe  giffis  greit  compunction  to  thame  quhilk  bo- 
holdis  it  with  faith  in  Christ,  and  to  thame  yat  be  unletterat,  it 
gifBs  a  quik  remembrance  of  ye  passion  of  Christ.  Bot  utterly  yis 
command  forbiddis  to  mak  yraagis  to  that  effect,  that  thai  suld  be 
adornit,  and  wirschippt  as  Goddis,  or  with  ony  Godly  honour,  ye 
quhilk  sentence  is  expreniit  be  this  wordis :  non  adorabis  ea  neqae 
coles,  Thow  sail  nocht  adome  yame  nor  worschip  thame  as  Goddis. 
Now  we  suld  nocht  gif  Goddis  honour  or  Christis  honour  to  ony  ymage 
bot  to  God  allanerly,  repiesentit  be  ane  ymage. 
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^(Mn'by  catholics,  ate  Btill  worthy  df  notice.  The 
firrt  was  the  work  of  a  gentleman  *'  famous  in  his  ge- 
neration/' and  a  particular  favourite  with  the  reformed 
writers,  John  Huss,  **  the  father  of  the  Bohemian  reli* 
giamstsJ"*  The  second  is  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  us 
by  no  less  a  man  than  the  great  patriarch  of  the  refor-^ 
mation,  Martin  Luther.f  What  was  my  surprise  when 
i^  reading  their  editions  of  the  commandment,  1  found 
that  they  had  suppressed  the  prohibition  in  question  : 
that  they,  the  most  ardent  enemies  of  the  Catholic 
doctrine,  they  whose  whole  study  was  to  detect  and 
expose  the  abominations  of  the  Romish  harlot,  had  not 
QQiy  uot  discovered  the  artifice  of  which  she  is  now 
accused,  but  bad  themselves  been  guilty  of  it.  Thanks 
to  divine  providence,  I  exclaimed,  the  apostles  of  or- 
thodoxy at  the  present  day,  are  not  like  those  of  past 
a^es.  If  Huss  and  Luther  were  blind,  at  least  the 
Bishop  of  Durham  and  his  clerical  solicitor  have  their 
eyes  open.  The  darkness,  which  deceived  the  fathers 
of  the  reformation,  has  been  removed :  a  ray  of  evange* 
iical  light  has  burst  from  the  cathedral  of  Durham ; 

and  the  w of  Babylon  stands  at  last  exposed  in  all 

her  native  deformity  .J 

The  truth  is,  these  innovators,  as  well  as  some  Ca- 
tholic writers,  thought,  that  on  particular  occasions  it 
was  proper  to  make  abridgments  of  the  decalbgue  for 
the  use  of  the  dull  and  the  ignorant.  Of  suppressing 
any  <x>mmandment  they  neither  had  the  wish  nor  the 

*  Opera  Huss.  Norimberge,  1558,  p.  80. 

t  Op.  liBth.  lens,  1589,  p.  117. 

t  See  Dr.  Martin  Luther's  catechism,  for  Parsons,  Schoolmasters, 
BlaateiB  of  fiB.milie8,  Young  persons  and  children  at  scliool,  **  The  ten 
'^commandments  of  God,  which  a  master  of  a  family  ought  exactly 
''  to  represent  to  his  domestics — The  first  commandment :  Thou  shaJt 
'VbaFe  no  other  Gods  besides  me.  Q.  What  is  that?  Ans.  We  nmst 
**  fear,  love  and  trust  God,  above  all  things.     The  second  command« 

''  ment :  Thou  shalt  uot  use  the  name  of  thy  God  unprofitablj • 

'^  The  ninth  commandment:  Thou  shalt  not  covet  thy  neighboox^s 
*'  houie.  The  tenth  commandment :  Thou  shalt  not  covet  thy  neish* 
^^  bom^s  wife,  servant,  maid,  beast,  or  any  thing  that  is  his.'*  Ap« 
peodix  to  Luther's  German  Bible,  p.  23,  I^ineburg,  1 640. 
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intention.  Their  conduct  was  the  same  as  had  been 
adopted  by  the  holy  spirit  in  different  parts  of  the 
scriptures.  Of  these  I  shall  notice  only  one.  With 
the  children  of  Israel  the  Lord  made  a  covenant  and 
charged  them  saying :  **  Ye  shall  not  fear  other  Gods, 
"  nor  bow  yourselves  to  them,  nor  serve  them,  nor  sacri- 
'^  fice  to  them."*  That  this  was  meant  as  an  abstract  of 
what  you  call  the  first  and  second  commandments, 
appears  from  the  last  verses  of  the  chapter,  in  which 
they  are  said  to  have  broken  this  covenant,  and  to 
have  disregarded  this  charge  by  **  serving  their  graven 
**  images."  If  then  the  suppression  of  the  prohibition 
of  images  necessarily  proceed  from  fraud,  I  fear  the 
imputation  must  also  be  cast  on  God  himself. 

Of  the  relative  merit  of  the  two  divisions  of  the 
decalogue  adopted  by  Catholics  and  Protestants,  I 
carefully  avoided  the  discussion,  that  the  subjects  of 
controversy  between  us  might  not  be  unnecessarily 
multiplied.  You,  however.  Sir,  have  forced  it  into  no- 
tice, and  that  too  in  a  manner  which  I  cannot  but 
characterize  as  unfair.  You  represent  me  as  assigning 
the  omission  of  the  commandment,  in  some  small  ca- 
techisms, principally  to  our  arrangement  of  the  deca- 
logue on  the  authority  of  St.  Augustine.  If  you  look 
back  to  the  Vindication,  you  will  perhaps  find  your 
mistake.  I  mentioned,  indeed,  the  authority  of  St. 
Augustine,  and  I  flattered  myself  that,  as  you  could 
not  accuse  that  father  of  idolatry,  you  would  not  assert 
that  our  division  of  the  commandment  was  an  artifice 
originally  adopted  to  conceal  our  idolatry.  Since, 
however,  you  are  determined  to  discuss  this  question,! 
I  beg  your  attention  to  the  following  observations. 

1.  The  scripture  itself  informs  us  that  the  decalogue 

•  2  Kings  xvii.  32. 

t  At  the  bottom  of  page  35,  you  mention  a  number  of  the  fathers, 
who,  you  say,  arrange  the  decalogue  after  your  manner.  Nothing!? 
more  easy  than  to  string  together  a  collection  of  names,  without  re- 
ferring to  particular  passages.  Two  of  them  1  have  consulted,  and 
discovered  that  they  follow,  not  your  division,  but  the  same  as  St  Au- 
gustine. Clement  of  Alexandria,  Strom.  1.  vi.  and  St.  Jerome,  Com- 
ment, in  Ps.  32. 
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contains  ten  commandments,  but  no  where  exhibits 
them  actually  divided.  The  prohibitory  and  precipient 
clauses  amount  in  all  to  fourteen.  It  is  therefore  ne- 
cessary to  class  some  of  them  together,  in  order  to 
reduce  them  to  ten  distinct  precepts. 

2.  On  this  account  it  appears  natural  to  unite  toge* 
ther  all  such  clauses  as  appertain  to  the  same  subject : 
and  therefore  Catholics  consider  as  one  commandment 
whatever  regards  the  worship  of  false  Gods.  Protes- 
tants divide  it  into  two :  but  with  more  reason  they 
ought  to  divide  it  into  three.  1.  Thou  shalt  have  no 
other  Gods  before  me.  2.  Thou  shalt  not  make  unto 
thee  any  graven  image,  &c.  3.  Thou  shalt  not  bow 
thyself  to  them,  nor  serve  them.  This  conclusion,  with 
the  reason  which  is  afterwards  assigned,  that  God  is  a 
jealous  God,  and  which  equally  applies  to  every  clause, 
is  a  proof  that  in  the  eyes  of  the  Jewish  legislator,  they 
formed  but  one  commandment. 

3.  In  scripture  they  are  usually  described  as  one 
commandment.  This  appears  from  the  pasages  I  have 
already  quoted  from  Exod.  xx.  23. — 2  Kings  xvii.  35. 
and  also  from  Lev.  xix.  2.  and  all  those  texts,  in  which 
to  serve  images  and  to  serve  other  Gods  is  con- 
sidered as  the  same  crime,  and  of  course  as  the  viola- 
tion of  the  same  commandment. 

4.  In  our  arrangement  of  the  decalogue,  we  divide 
the  tenth  precept  of  the  church  of  England  into  two, 
for  this  obvious  reason,  that  as  the  acts  themselves  are 
forbidden  by  two  different  commandments  on  account 
of  their  different  natures,  so  the  desires  of  these  acts 
ought  also  to  be  forbidden  by  different  precepts.  Thou 
shalt  not  commit  adultery — thou  shalt  not  covet  thy 
neighbour's  wife — thou  shalt  not  steal — thou  shalt  not 
covet  thy  neighbour's  house,  &c.* 

f  I  may  hero  be  allowed  to  notice  a  mistake  of  yours,  tho>ugh  it  be 
of  no  great  consequence.  You  say,  that  to  make  up  the  number  of 
the  commandments,  we  have  removed  one  clause  of  the  prohibition  of 
evil  concupiscence  from  the  place  it  invariably  holds  in  the  bible,  and 
have  made  of  it  a  separate  command.  Now  though  it  be  true,  that  in 
Exodus  the  prohibition  of  coveting  a  neighbour's  house  comes  before 
the  prohibition  of  coveting  his  wife,  yet  in  Deuteronomy  it  come» 

N   2 
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The^e  is  ^n  old  proverb  not  inapplicable  to  tUie  w^ 
sent  subject :  '^  let  not  those  throw  stones  whose  legs 
'^are  made  of  glsuss."  The  accusation  of  suppressii^g 
Ijhe  commandment  comes  with  a  bad  grace  from  those, 
wko  cannot  be  ignorant  how  many  unjustifiable  liber- 
ties were  taken  with  the  scriptures  by  their  predeces- 
sor^. They  moulded  them  into  any  shape  that  suited 
l^eii;  interests,  and  persuaded  their  credulous  disciple* 
that  they  were  reading  the  word  of  God^  while  i|^ 
Keaiity  they  were  studying  the  inventions!  qf  mejx*  I 
tif^ve  my  doubts,  whether  even  the  commandinent  io^ 
question  has  npt  received  some  improvement  frpip  their 
i^geouity.  What  claim  has  the  word  image  to  a  places 
iB  the  text  ?  It  certainly  does  not  occur  in  the  Qi'ig;ina) : 
^d  by  its  introduction  it  limits  the  meaning  of  tl^e 
pre<;ept.  In  the  English  version  images  and  repreac^-^ 
tations  are  indeed  forbidden :  but  pillars  of  stone,  ihe 
frequent  objects  of  idolatrous  worship  to  the  ancient 
]^,^ions,  are  not  included.  It  seems  the  first  refpnners 
had  a  great  devotion  to  the  word  image :  they  inserted 
it  in  the  sacred  text  wherever  they  pleased  ;  and  cared 
little  where  it  made  sense  or  nonsense,  provided  it 
might  furnish  a  quotation  against  the  papist^.  But  the 
passage  which  of  all  others  was  found  the  most  useful, 
occurs  1  John  v.  21  :  "  Babes  keep  yourselves  from 
''images.'  This  version  was  made  when  the  babes  of 
the  reformation  were  weak  in  faith,  and  it  was  preper 
to  nourish  their  credulity  with  the  milk  of  deception. 
The  labour  of  their  evangelical  nurses  was  not  lost. 
There  was  babe  Knox  in  Scotland,  who$e  enmity  te, 
inaages  may  still  be  read  in  the  ruins  of  churches  and 
monasteries :  there  w^s  babe  Whittingham  at  Durham, 
whp^e  iconoclast  piety  pillaged  the  cathedral  and  filled 
his  pockets :  and  there  were  your  babes  without 
number  in  all  parts  of  the  kingdom,  whose  religion, 
like  the  barbarism  of  the  Goths  and  Vandals,  displayed 
itself  in  demolishing  or  defacing  every  monument  'of 

after ;  and  if  the  Protestant  church  have  a  right  to  follow  Eixodus,  the 
Catholic  may  claim  a  similar  rig;ht  to  follow  Deuteronomy.  Indeed,  ia 
the  old  Greek  translation  the  ordojr  in  Exodus  is  the  same  as  in  Deute- 
vooomy :  aod  the  b^jit  critiqs  are  a^eed  that  it  iis  tjbe  tra^  ordefB, 


lAci^t  pi^.  But  thete  times  are  goti^.  The  Mbed 
hAVe  grown  up  to  inanhood  :  their  faith  may  how  bfe 
led  with  more  solid  food :  and  the  images  have  disap- 
p^wed  firom  the  text  to  make  place  for  the  true  reading. 


With  the  charge  of  itnage-wo^hip  an  incidental  ob- 
tiervation  of  the  Bishop  has  connected  the  doctrines  of 
the  two  churches  on  the  subject  of  the  eitcharist. 
■But  I  must  take  the  liberty  to  inform  you,  Sir,  that 
til  discussing  this  topic  you  have  wandered  froni  the 
4tne  point  in  question.  If,  as  you  insinuate,  the  Re- 
tiMutlt(Bf'  has  expressed  himself  obscurely,  you  Will  per- 
tadt  me  to  restate  his  meaning  in  clearer  terms.  The 
right  t^verend  Prelate  had  asserted,  that  the  Cathtlic 
teiiet  <>f  the  real  presence  is  calculated  to  dispose  men 
Id  Worship  the  creature-image  instead  of  the  Creator. 
This  observation  appeared  so  ludicrous  to  the  Re- 
marker,  that,  disdaining  to  give  a  direct  reply,  he  put 
A  parallel  case,  which  you  must  acknowledge  to  bte 
■SitBCtly  in  point.  He  supposed  an  Unitarian  to  assert 
ihW  the  doctrine  of  the  church  of  England  concertiin^ 
the  divinity  of  Christ  was  also  calculated  tb  dispoiSfe 
tdtik  tb  worship  the  creature-image  in^^tead  of  the  Cre- 
ttdr.  What  reply  his  Loi-dship  might  make  td  thife 
ai^MftiolE^,  he  did  not  venture  to  predict :  but,  what- 
€ivelr  it  might  be,  he  pledged  himself  to  shevl%  that  it 
Would  as  readily  exonerate  the  Catholics  from  the 
Bishop's  ateu^atiohi  as  it  could  exonerate  th& 
Bishop  fi'bm  the  accusation  of  the  disienter.  I  kifn 
ihislined  to  think  that  you  feel  the  force  of  the  Re- 
fnafkeKs  observation.  Like  the  other  advocates  df 
t>ui^  right  reverend  adversary,  you  do  not  so  niiibh  a^ 
attempt  a  reply  to  the  argument  put  into  the  nioutfi  cf 
th6  Unitarian ;  but  amuse  yourself  with  etldeavoufini 
to  &hew  that  the  real  pifesence  contradictsi,  while  thi 
divinity  of  Christ  does  not  contradict,  the  evidence  df 
thfe  senses.  On  thife,  as  it  is  foreign  to  the  subject,  I 
i^ldl  make  ttb  observation:  but  shall  contietit  mj^filf 
^th  engaging  tb  make  good  thb  ReiAarker's  pTedgfe, 
Whenever  any  of  his  adversaries  shall  afford  me  aiiPfep- 
portunity.  ^ 

What  I  hav«  hitherto  said  reggtfdg  thd'  CfeCfiblic  doc- 


182 

trine  respecting  the  Lord's  supper:  on  that  of  the 
Church  of  England  the  only  point  between  us  is,  whe- 
ther it  be  sense  or  nonsense.  The  Remarker  had  de- 
cided in  favour  of  the  latter :  and,  Sir,  notwithstand- 
ing the  indignation  with  which  you  combat  his  opinion, 
I  think  that  your  own  conduct  affords  a  strong  argu- 
ment in  his  favour.  Ten  months  ago  you  told  us,  tihat 
by  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  which  are  received 
verily  and  indeed  in  the  Lord's  supper,  is  meant, 
not  the  body  and  blood,  but  the  instrumental  cause  by 
which  we  are  put  in  actual  possession  of  all  the  graces, 
which  Christ's  crucified  body  can  yield  us :  *  a  mean- 
ing so  very  luminous,  that  I  doubt  not  it  has  most 
forcibly  stricken  the  mind  of  every  child  who  has 
learnt  the  answer  by  heart.  This  is  what  your  doc- 
trine was :  now  let  us  see  what  it  is.  It  would  be  too 
unpleasant  a  restraint  oh  the  liberty  of  the  children  of 
God,  to  confine  them  to  the  same  belief  for  the  whole 
year.  Now  you  tell  us,  that  the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ,  which  are  received  in  very  truth  and  deed,  are 
only  a  representation  of  the  crucified  Redeemer,  which 
fully  puts  the  receiver  in  possession  of  the  title  to  that 
inheritance  which  Christ  purchased  for  us  with  his 
blood.t  This  explication  is  equally  perspicuous,  and 
I  trust  that,  during  the  next  ten  months,  every  child, 
who  learns  his  catechism,  will,  by  the  grace  of  God 
(I  am  sure  it  can  be  by  no  other  means)  understand  it 
in  this  manner.  Whether  at  the  expiration  of  thai 
term,  we  shall  be  favoured  with  a  third  meaning,  I 
cannot  say:  but  you  will,  perhaps,  agree  with  me, 
that  a  doctrine,  which  you  yourself  cannot  explain 
twice  in  the  same  manner,  is  more  akin  to  nonsense 
than  sense. 

Your  attempt  to  vindicate  the  words  of  the  cate- 
chism by  a  comparison,  deserves  the  praise  of  inge- 
nuity ;  but  proves,  at  the  same  time,  how  unable  the 
greatest  abilities  are  to  impart  even  an  appearance  of 
reason  to  that  which  stands  in  direct  contradiction  to 
it.  "  Let  us  suppose,"  you  say,  "  that  a  friend  pre- 
**  sents  me  with  an  estate,  and  conveys  to  me  my  new 

♦  First  Letter,  p.  24.  t  Second  Letter  p  41 
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posiession  by  a  written  instrument.  If  I  say,  that  in 
taking  it  into  my  hands,  I  verily  and  indeed  receive 
'•  the  estate,  I  am  not  aware  that  I  should  deserve  to 
"  be  called  a  fool  for  my  pains,  and  to  be  told  that  t 
"  talked  nonsense."  No,  Sir,  I  do  not  think  you 
would :  but  have  the  goodness  to  observe,  that  in  re- 
ceiving the  sacrament,  you  do  not  say  that  you  receive 
the  inheritance,  which  Christ  has  purchased  for  you; 
(that,  indeed,  though  false,  would  make  the  compa- 
rison apposite)  but  you  say  that  you  receive  his  body 
and  blood,  the  very  price  with  which  he  purchased 
the  inheritance  for  you.  Permit  me  then  to  improve 
your  illustration.  Were  you,  in  taking  the  written 
ustniment  into  your  hand,  to  say,  here  I  receive  verily 
and  indeed  the  body  and  blood  of  the  friend  who  has 
{[iven  the  estate,  what  impression  do  you  think  such 
words  would  make  on  the  minds  of  those  who  heard 

?ou  ?  Would  they  think  you  in  your  senses  or  not  ? 
'et  such  is  precisely  the  language  of  the  church  of 
England,  which  on  one  hand  believes  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ  not  to  be  in  the  sacrament,  and  on  the 
other  believes  them  to  be  verily  and  indeed  received 
in  it.  The  evident  absurdity  of  such  a  doctrine  is 
alone  a  sufficient  proof  of  the  poUtico-theological 
juggle  to  which  I  alluded  in  the  Vindication.* 

II.  The  second  division  of  the  Bishop  s  Charge  re 
garded  the  mediatorship  of  Christ,   which  he  con- 
tended was  violated  by  the  Catholic  practice  of  in 
yoking  the  intercession  of  the  saints.     The  arguments 
which  have  already  been  adduced  to  repel  this  accu- 
sation, are,  in  my  opinion,  so  very  satisfactory,  that 
to  repeat  them  here  would  be  an  insult  to  the  judg 
inent  of  my  reader.     I  shall,  therefore,  omit  them, 
and  briefly  notice  such  new  matter  as  in  your  second 
letter  you  have  occasionally  introduced.     1 .  You  be- 
mn  by  charging  the  Remarker  with  falsehood,  and  the 
Vindicator  with  an  acknowledgment  of  his  guilt.     lu 
the  enjoyment  of  this  imaginary  victory  you  appear  to 
feel  so  very  comfortable,  that  it  is  not  without  reluct- 

♦  See  Hoylin,  p.  203. 
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an6e  I  proceed  to  elucidate  your  muitftke.  Read  ft 
second  tune  the  observations  of  the  Ranarker,  and 
von  will  not  find  in  them  the  assertion  that  you  seem 
to  attribute  to  him.  He  never  asserted  that  Cathetics 
solicit  the  intercession  of  the  saints  with  Christ  Mfy, 
but  that  they  solicit  only  the  intercession  of  the  saoitB 
with  Christ  The  word  only  regards  not'  Christ,  bat 
the  act  of  solicitation.  It  did  not  exclude  the  other 
persons  of  the  Trinity ;  it  was  meant  merely  to  ez^ 
elude  the  asking  for  grace  and  salvation  firom  the- 
saints.  But  I  will  repeat  the  passive  as  it  stands  ia 
the  Remarks.  **  The  Catholic,  like  the  Protestant, 
'*  expects  salvation  from  the  merits  of  Christ  tmfy;^ 
^^  from  the  saints  he  asks  neither  grace  nor  salvation; 
*^  he  only  solicits  their  friendly  intercession  for  him 
'*  with  Christ,  who  is  his  and  their  Saviour,  his  and 
«  their  God." 

2.  As  to  the  prayer  which  you  have  transcribed 
from  the  rules  of  the  sodality  of  the  immaculate  oon- 
ception,  I  shall  only  reply,  that  I  am  totally  unac- 
quainted both  with  the  rules  and  the  sodality:  that  I 
have  undertaken  to  defend  the  Catholic  faith,  not  the 
pious  extravagancies  of  any  individual ;  and  that .  evoi 
m  the  passage  given  in  your  letter,  uaention  is  made 
of  the  intercession  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  tind  nothing  is 
said  to  prove  that  it  is  independent  of  the  mediator- 
ship  of*  Christ. 

3.  When  to  these  words  in  a  Catholic  prayer,  "  the 
**  weight  of  our  own  conduct  presses  us  down,"  you 
attribute  this  meaning,  that  *' we  ae  so  weigned 
"  down  with  the  sense  of  our  own  unworthiness,  that 
"  we  dare  not  address  our  Blessed  Saviour  for  mercy," 
I  can  only  congratulate  you  on  your  own  ingenuity^ 
and  the  importance  of  the  discovery.  Certain  I  am 
that  such  an  idea  never  yet  entered  into  the  mind  of 
any  Catholic ;  and  it  must  be  a  source  of  great  satis- 
faction to  us  to  find  a  Protestant  clergyman  employed 
ih  explaining  to  us  the  true  meaning  of  our  prayers. 

In  cimcluding  this  subject,  I  will  ask  what  sense  is 
to  be  attributed  to  these  and  similar  passages  in  holy 
writ :  **  I  will  bless  thee  and  multiply  thy  seed  for  my 


185 

^^^  am&t  Almdiam's  mke.**^"^  ''  For  thy  ienrant  D»* 
^'  vid's  sake,  turn  not  away  the  face  of  thine  anointed/'f 
Are  tiiey  derogatory  from  the  mediatorship  of  Christ  ? 
Or  do  they  not  shew  that,  in  consideration  of  the  zeal 
and  fidehty  of  his  departed  servants,  God  may  be 
■(HBetimes  induced  to  grant  particular  blessings  to  the 
living  ?  To  me  it  appears  that  they  do ;  and  this  too 
without  any  derogation  from  the  merits  and  mediator- 
ah^  of  Christ,  because  whatever  favour  the  saints 
may  possess  with  God,  it  is  wholly  founded  on  the 
merits  and  mediatorship  of  Christ. 

On  the  subject  of  penance  you  state  what  you  oon^ 
eeive  to  be  our  doctrine.  Though  your  statement  be 
inaccurate,  I  shall  leave  it  to  the  judgment  of  the 
reader,  whether  it  will  authorize  the  inference  you 
draw  from  it.  Here  you  take  occasion  to  condemn 
the  Remarker  of  having  misrepresented  the  Bishop's 
Charge.  It  is  really  a  pity  that  you  have  not  more  ac- 
enrately  perused  the  book,  which  you  have  undertaken 
to  refute.  The  Remarker  observed,  that  he  did  not 
perfectly  understand  the  meaning  of  the  Right  Reve^ 
rend  prelate:  tliat  according  to  Catholics,  works  of 
p^iance  are  one  of  the  conditions  on  which  Christ  is 
willing  to  communicate  the  merits  of  his  passion  to 
the  soul  of  the  sinner;  and  that,  if  the  bishop  in*- 
tended  to  condemn  this  doctrine,  he  encouraged  the 
perpetration  of  sin,  and  invited  men  to  think  of  re^ 
pentance  then  only,  when  they  could  no  longer  gratify 
dieir  passions.  In  this  conclusion  I  must,  be  allowed 
to  say,  that  I  still  think  the  Remarker  was  correct. 

When  the  Bishop  of  Durham  had  marshalled  his 
arguments  in  three  divisions^  it  required  no  small  in- 
genuity to  adapt  the  different  subjects  of  discussion  to 
the  places  allotted  to  them.  How  the  withholding  of 
the  sacramental  cup  from  the  laity  could  derogate 
from  the  mediatorship  of  Christ,  it  is  not  easy  to  con- 
ceive :  but  the  ojbjection  was  wanted  to  fiU  up  the  ranks ; 
and  by  a  slight  alteration  he  has  been  enabled  to 
arrange  it  in  the  same  line  with  works  of  penance  and 
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the  invocation  of  saints.  It  is  not,  in(ieed>  said  to  be 
derogatory  from  the  mediatorship  of  Christ :  that  was 
too  manifestly  false ;  but  to  be  injurious  to  his  honour, 
because  it  is  a  violation  of  his  command.  Let  that, 
however,  pass.  In  the  Vindication,  I  had,  in  com- 
pliance with  your  request,  adduced  several  instances 
of  communion  under  one  kind  in  the  ancient  church. 
Your  answer  is  so  very  polite  that  it  deserves  notice. 

I  havC)"  you  say,  "  taken  the  trouble  of  examiniDg 

the  different  passages  to  which  you  refer ;  and  I 
"  entreat  the  attention  of  my  readers  to  an  exposure 

of  one  of  the  most  impudent  and  barefaced  perver- 
**  sions  of  ancient  writings  that  controversy  even  with 

papists  can  ftirnish."  Such  language  may,  perhaps, 
convince  the  unsuspecting  or  the  uninformed  reader, 
but 

Ad  populum  phaleras :  ego  ie  intus  et  in  cute  novi* 

Which  of  us  has  the  better  claim  to  the  merit  of  per- 
verting ancient  testimony,  the  following  observations 
may,  perhap^^,  determine. 

1.  During  the  first  four  centuries  of  the  christian 
sera,  it  was  customaiy  for  the  more  fervent  among  the 
faithful  to  receive  the  sacrament  daily  in  their  own 
houses.  Hence,  when  they  communicated  in  public, 
they  usually  enclosed  a  portion  of  the  consecrated 
bread  in  a  small  box,  and  carried  it  home  with  them. 
It  was  to  refresh  your  memory  as  to  this  ancient  cus- 
tom, that  I  referred  you.  Sir,  to  the  works  of  Tertul- 
lian  and  St.  Cyprian.  There  you  may  read  different 
instances  of  it.  Indeed,  yourself  acknowledged  that 
"  in  Tertullian's  age  the  christians  were  perhaps  ac- 
*'  customed  to  carry  home  with  them  part  of  the  bread 
"  only  and  not  of  the  wine  from  the  Lord's  supper; 
**  but,"  you  add  '*  to  argue  from  it  that  they  received 
**  the  communion  only  in  one  kind,  is  utterly  ludicrous." 
Now,  Sir,  I  must  confess  that  I  have  not  sufficient 
sagacity  to  discover  what  there  is  so  very  ludicrous  in 
this  argument.  When  the  faithful  received  the  sacra- 
ment under  the  form  of  bread  only  in  their  houses, 
did  they  not  communicate  ?  And  if  they  did  communi- 
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bale,  was  it  not  in  one  kind  only?  Whatever  you  may 
think,  I  trust  the  reader  will  now  agree  with  me^  that 
in  the  age  of  TertuUian  and  Cyprian  at  least,  com- 
munion under  one  kind  was  **  partially  admitted." 
.  2.  From  the  very  commencement  of  Christianity  to 
the  reformation,  it  was  customary  to  communicate  the 
sick  under  one  kind :  and  for  this  purpose  a  part  of 
the  consecrated  bread  was  usually  reserved  m  the 
church*  I  do  not  deny  that  there  are  instances  of  the 
communion  being  received  by  the  sick  in  both  kinds, 
particularly  when  it  was  administered  immediately 
after  the  celebration  of  the  liturgy:  bilt  I  contend 
that  the  more  usual  method  was  to  receive  it  under 
the  form  of  bread  only.  Of  the  many  proofs  of  this 
custom  occurring  in  ancient  writers,  I  was  content 
with  referring  you  to  two.  That  from  the  life  of  St. 
Ambrose  you  admit,  but  affect  to  be  ignorant  of  the 
inference  which  may  be  deduced  from  it.  That  from 
Eusebius  you  attempt  to  disfigure,  and  observe  with 
much  gravity  that  ''it  is  not  said  that  the  sick  man 
"  did  not  also  take  the  wine."  This  is  true  :  but  that 
the  reader  may  see  with  how  much  reason  the  obser* 
vation  is  introduced,  I  will  relate  the  story  to  which  I 
referred  you  in  Eusebius.  A  dying  man  had  sent  to 
request  that  the  priest  would  come  and  administer  to 
him  the  sacrament.  The  priest,  whose  infirmities 
confined  him  to  his  house,  '*  gave  a  small  portion  of 
"  the  eucharist  to  the  messenger,  desiring  him  to 
**  moisten  it,  and  put  it  into  th^  mouth  of  the 
**  dying  man.  He  complied  with  this  request ;  the 
*'  man  communicated,  and  soon  after  expired."  Such 
is  the  account  of  Eusebius ;  and  if  from  this  account 
I  infer,  that  the  sick  sometimes  communicated  under 
one  kind,  few  of  my  readers  will,  I  hope,  accuse  me  of 
"  a  most  impudent  and  barefaced  perversion  of  ancient 
"  testimony." 

I  also  referred  to  the  eleventh  council  of  Toledo ; 
and  this  council,  even  according  to  your  own  repre- 
sentation of  it,  is  exactly  in  point.  You  tell  us  from 
it,  that  dying  persons,  '*  who  longed  for  the  sacrament, 
*'  often  rejected  the  bread  when  brought,  and  could 


^  only  flwedtoir  iirtae  of  tfa«  cup/'  If  they  BWidloWed 
Bofile  of  the  cup  only>  I  presume  they  communicated 
in  one  kind  only.  But,  you  observe,  *^  of  these  it  is 
"  not  affirmed  that  they  received  the  sacramenf 
That  18  true :  but  why  should  it  be  affirmed  ?  No  Ahe, 
I  believe,  ever  doubte J  of  it :  and  you  yourself  havi 
forgotten  to  tell  us^  what  it  was  they  received  wfaea 
they  reoeired  the  consecrated  cup>  and  yet  did  ii6t 
receive  the  sacrament 

3.  In  the  public  churches  the  communion  was  al^ 
BioM  always  iadminiRtered  in  both  kinds :  but  each 
oommuni<;ant  Was  still  left  to  his  own  choice  to  )receit9 
either  both  or  one.  This,  I  trust,  I  shall  prove  fiott 
the  passage  in  St.  Leo,  to  which  I  referred  you.  *^  It 
ki  plain/'  vou  say, ''  from  the  whole  passage,  that  thl 
cup  was  always  offered,  that  certain  heretics  decUned 
''to  take  it ;  and  that,  for  their  refusal,  they  weit 
most  sttbngly  condemned  by  Pope  Leo.  Yet  this  b 
unblushingly  adduced  to  prove  that  communiUi 
**  under  one  kind  was  always  partially  admitted.'' 
Sueh»  Sir,  is  your  comment :  now  have  the  patieilce  t6 
hear  mine.  It  appears  from  Pope  Leo,  that  the  Maid«- 
ch&eans  at  Rome  wished  to  escape  the  observation  of 
the  public.  With  this  view  (quo  tutius  laterent)  they 
assisted  with  the  christians  at  the  sacred  mysteries^ 
and  communicated  together  with  them.  NoW,  Sif> 
how  could  they  have  avoided  detection,  had  their 
method  of  communicating  been  different  from  that  6f 
others?  The  very  attempt  would  have  exposed  them. 
It  is  evident,  then,  they  communicated  like  others. 
Yet  we  know  that  they  communicated  in  one  kind 
only,  because  their  religion  taught  wine  to  be  the  crea- 
ture of  the  evil  principle.  May  I  not  theii  justly  infer, 
that  many  among  the  christians  were  accustomed  to 
communicate  in  the  same  manner? 

Now,  Sir,  permit  me  to  ask,  where  is  '*  the  impti- 
"  dent  and  barefaced  perversion  of  the  testimony  of 
**  ancient  writings,''  of  which  you  complain?  Have  I 
not  shewn  that  to  receive  one  kind  only  was  custo- 
mary, I.  in  private  communion,  2.  in  the  communicAi 
of  the  sickf  and  3.  even  in  public  conlmunion  ?     And 


if  DQt  this  fuffici^itt  to  prove,  what  had  been  pr«rioiw)]^ 
q^c(Qrte4f  that  commupion  Ui  oi^e  kind  had  alwayi  l^en 
parti^Uy  admitted  i  I  mig^ht,  had  I  pleaded,  have  alo 
lodged  other  passages,  and  have  instanced  the  Miss9 
Pmsancti^atorum  in  both  the  Greek  and  Latip 
chiirqhea ;  bqt  those  which  you  consider  as  so  bare-* 
faced  a  perversion  of  ancient  testimony,  will,  I  do  not 
doubtj»  be  sufficient  to  conviuce  the  mind  of  every  di^ 
passionate  reader. 

May  I  aUo  be  allowed  to  ask,  what  is  the  meaniDg 
qf  these  words ;  ^^  one  of  the  most  impudent  and  bare« 
*'  f[|ced  perversions  of  the  testimony  of  ancient  writ** 
'^  ings,  that  controversj/i  enen  with  papists  can  furnish  i  '* 
Do  you  wi^h  it  to  be  believed  that  Catholic  writers  are 
piMrticularly  addicted  to  the  arts  of  misrepresentation 
and  perversion  of  ancient  testimony  ?  If  you  do,  I 
deny  the  charge,  and  hurl  it  back  with  contempt  in 
the  teeth  of  qur  immaculate  accusers.  The  man  who 
employs  misrepresentation,  who  {>erverts  the  testimony 
of  ancient  writers,  must  be  conscious  of  the  falsehood 
of  his  creed ;  and  1  trust  that  the  conduct  of  the  ca* 
tiioUcSy  during  two  centuries  of  privations,  penalties^ 
and.  persecutions,  must  have  proved,  to  the  most  in-r 
cp9dulou8  obi^rver,  that  we  are  convinced  of  the  truth 
of  ours.  Had,  indeed,  the  Catholic  faith  been  the  road 
to  opulence  and  preferment,  were  rich  and  easy  livings^ 
offered  as  rewards  to  the  exertions  of  its  champions, 
were  its  ministers  accustomed  to  calculate  the  amount 
of  the  tithes  as  well  as  of  the  articles  of  religion^  and 
tp^  subscribe  ex  animo  to  that  which  they  must  confess 
to  be  doubtful,  and  which  many  of  them  do  not  in  fact, 
l^lieve ;  then,  indeed,  we  might  have  motives  to  use 
misrepresentation  and  perversion  in  the  defence  of  our 
qreed.  Had  it  led  us  into  a  land  flowing  with  milk  and 
honey,  the  advantages  of  our  situation  might  have  in- 
duced, us  to  employ  artifice  and  cunning  to  retain  it. 
But  with  every  temporal  motive  to  make  us  wish  our 
faith  to  be  false,  we  shall  be  fools  indeed,  if  we  adhere 
to  it,  and  defend  it,  when  we  know  it  not  to  be  true. 
Nothing  but  a  sense  of  duty  can  teach  us  to  prefer  the 
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bafrenness  of  the  desert  to  the  onions  and  flesh« 
pots  of  Egypt,  But,  Sir,  were  you  aware  how  easily 
the  reproach  might  have  been  retorted  on  yourself, 
and  your  brethren  in  arms  ?  Were  I  disposed  to  reta- 
liate, I  might  call  to  your  recollection  the  scandal  of 
past  ages ;  I  might  paint  to  the  eyes  of  the  public, 
the  artifices,  misrepresentations,  and  falsehoods  adopt- 
ed by  your  predecessors  in  the  office  of  calumniatmg 
the  Catholic  church  ;  I  might  refer  you  to  an  eminent 
writer  of  the  present  day,  who  declares,  that  forgery 
was  the  vice  of  the  reformation ;  or  to  the  celebratea 
Protestant  professor  Zanchius,  who  thus  complains  of 
his  reforming  colleagues .  "  I  am  indignant,  when  I 
**  consider  the  manner  in  which  most  of  us  defend  our 
"  cause.  The  true  state  of  the  question  we  often,  on 
"  set  purpose,  involve  in  darkness,  that  it  may  not  be 
**  understood :  we  have  the  impudence  to  deny  things 
"the  most  evident:  we  assert  what  is  visibly  false : 
"  the  most  impious  doctrines  we  force  on  the  people 
"  as  the  first  principles  of  faith,  and  orthodox  opinions 
**  we  condemn  as  heretical :  we  torture  the  scriptures 
"  till  they  agree  with  their  own  fancies ;  and  boast  of 
"  being  the  disciples  of  the  fathers,  while  we  refuse 
"  to  follow  their  doctrine :  to  deceive,  to  calumniate, 
"  to  abuse,  is  our  familiar  practice :  nor  do  we  care 
"  for  any  thing,  provided  we  can  defend  our  cause, 
'^  good  or  bad,  right  or  wrong.  O  what  times !  what 
'*  manners."  *  Certainly  those,  whose  guilt  is  thus 
confessed  by  their  own  writers,  should  be  careful  how 
they  throw  out  insinuations  against  the  honesty  of 
others. 

In  the  Vindication  I  had  mentioned  an  authority,  to 
which  I  conceived  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land would  bow  with  profound  respect ;  an  act  of  par- 
liament, which  allowed  the  sacrament  to  be  sometimes 
given  in  one  kind  only.  That  in  theory  the  faith  which 
you  profess  is  founded  on  scripture,  may  or  may  not 
be  true :  that  in  practice  it  is  founded  on  the  authority 

*  Zanchius  ad  Storuiiiim,  torn.  viii.  col.  828. 
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of  parliameat,  will  not  be  denied.  Acts  of  parliament 
akuae  can  make  articles  of  faith,  and  acts  ofparliament 
alone  can  declare  any  doctrine  heretical.  Whether  or 
not  the  kingdom  of  Christ  be  of  this  world,  it  is  evi-f 
dent  that  the  Church  of  England  is.  Now,  Sir,  what 
answer  do  you  make  to  this  authority  ?  That  the  ques- 
tion is  not  about  the  notions  of  the  first  reformers,  but 
about  the  present  doctrine  of  your  church.  Be  it  so. 
Has  the  act  to  which  I  allude,  been  repealed  ?  And, 
if  it  has  not,  does  it  not  still  remain  in  force  ?  I  believe 
that  this  question  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative : 
whence  it  will  follow,  either,  that  to  give  the  commu- 
nion in  one  kind  is  ''  not  a  violation  of  the  divine 
^'command,  a  mutilation  of  the  sacrament,"  or  that  the 
Church  of  England  is  involved  in  the  same  guilt  with 
ber  mother  the  Romish  harlot,  and  must  like  her  bare 
her  shoulders  to  the  episcopal  scourge. 

You  ask,  whether  our  Saviour^s  precepts  were  not 
of  general  obligation  ?  To  so  indefinite  a  question  I 
beg  leave  to  answer,  by  asking  in  my  turn,  whether  the 
precept  of  consecrating  the  eucharist,  was  of  general 
obligation  ?  Both  of  us,  I  believe,  must  answer  alike, 
ths^t  some  precepts  were  addressed  to  particular  classes, 
some  to  the  whole  body  of  christians. 

On  my  assertion,  that  the  scripture  no  where  men- 
tions the  liquor  contained  in  the  Lord's  cup  to  have 
been  wine,  you  make,  with  much  solemnity,  the  follow- 
ing erudite  observation :  "  This  assertion  shews  such 
'*  ignorance  of  the  gospel  as  might  amaze  me  more  than 
**  it  does,  did  I  not  remember  of  what  church  you  are 
"  a  member.  Read  Matt.  xvi.  29,  Luke  xxii.  18,  and 
"  blush  for  so  egregious  a  blunder."  The  reader  shall 
soon  determine  which  of  us  has  the  greater  reason  to 
blush. 

It  is  now  some  years  since  I  was  first  acquainted 
with  the  two  passages  to  which  you  have  so  politely 
sent  me,  and  I  have  yet  to  learn  that  they  have  any 
reference  whatever  to  the  present  subject.  "  I  will 
**  not  drink  of  this  fruit  of  the  vine,  till  the  kingdom  of 
'*  God  come,  or  till  I  drink  it  new  with  you  in  my  Fa- 
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^?  tkfti^s  kiogdkML'^  Nmr,  Sir,  do  these  wonk  rcftr  to 
the  liquor  coDtained  in  the  eocharistic  cup,  or  to  the 
liouor  whieh  had  been  drunk  during  the  repast  9  St 
Matthew,  indeed,  favours  the  former  expositioa :  but  if 
ou  attentively  peruse  the  account  of  St.  Luke,  who 
as  njLore  minutely  detailed  the  particulars  of  our  Lord's 
last  supper,  you  will,  perhaps,  think  with  me,  that  the 
latter  is  the  true  meaning.  J  esus  and  his  disciples  first 
ate  the  passover,  when  he  said  to  them,  *'  I  will  not  any 
^'  more  eat  thereof  until  it  be  fulfilled  in  the  kingdom 
'f  of  God."  They  then  all  drank  of  the  cup,  when  ha 
said,  **  I  will  not  drink  of  the  fruit  of  the  vine  until  the 
'^  kingdom  of  God  shall  come."  Each  of  these  pas- 
sages, the  first  spoken  after  he  had  eaten,  the  second 
after  he  had  drunk,  were  predictions  of  his  approaching 
passion.  As  the  first  referred,  not  to  the  eucharistic 
bread,  but  to  the  passover,  so  the  second  referred,  not 
to  the  eucharistic  cup,  but  to  the  wine  drunk  with  the 
passover.  The  eucharist  had  not  yet  been  instituted. 
Its  institution  followed  immediately  after.  But  neither 
in  St.  Luke,  nor  in  any  other  part  of  the  scripture,  is  it 
said,  that  the  liquor  which  was  consecrated  by  our  Re- 
deemer was  wine.  I  do  not  mean  to  deny  that  it  was. 
All  I  wish  to  prove  is,  that  neither  the  scripture  nor  any 
act  of  parliament  has  yet  defined  wine  to  be  the  matter 
of  the  sacrament ;  and  thence  to  infer,  thai  since  for  the 
matter  you  are  content  to  rest  on  the  authority  of  the 
Catholic  church,  you  may  with  equal  security  rest  upon 
the  same  authority  for  the  manner  also. 

in.  The  Romans  were  accustomed  to  place  in  the 
third  line  the  Triarii,  soldiers  of  tried  and  approved 
valour.  They  formed  the  strength  of  the  army,  the 
best  hope  of  the  general.  But  our  episcopal  field- 
marshal  has  studied  tactics  in  a  different  school.  •  His^ 
third  line  is  formed  after  the  levy-en-masse  act:  His 
troops  are  a  confused  medley  of  all  ages,  sizes,  and 
conditions.  We  have  good  works,  and  indulgences, 
and  pardons,  and  unknown  tongues,  and  the  scrip- 
tures, and  translations,  and  editions  of  the  Greek  tes- 
tament, and  Protestant  universities,  all  embodied  to 
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-defend  the  "  sanctifying  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit," 
and  to  precipitate  the  downfall  of  the  Romish  Ba- 
bylon. 

A  motley  crew,  with  ever  varying  face, 
Devoid  of  spirit,  order,  strength,  and  grace ; 
Such  as  old  Falstaff  led,  or  such  as  might 
Have  sought  the  banners  of  La  Mancha's  knight. 

To  this  numerous  host  of  objections  the  Remarker 
was  content  to  oppose  one  very  easy  and  obvious  ques- 
tion. He  asked  whether  any  of  our  adversaries  can 
point  out  a  Catholic  congregation,  whose  morals  are 
m  :any  respect  inferior  to  those  of  their  Protestant 
neighbours.  Facts  are  decisive,  when  reasoning  only 
creates  obscurity.  The  tree  is  to  be  known  by  its 
fruits  :  and  unless  Catholics  by  the  inferiority  of  their 
qiorab  prove  the  accusation  to  be  true,  it  is  useless  to 
argue  that  their  practices  are  derogatory  from  the  in- 
fluences of  the  Holy  Spirit.  The  question  has  been 
repeatedly  put  to  all  the  champions  of  the  Bishop ;  and 
experience  has  shewn  that  it  is  impossible  to  goad 
them  to  an  answer.  Even  you,  Sir,  have  shrunk  from 
the  attempt.  The  imputation  of  dishonesty  and  mis^- 
representation,  which  you  have  cast  on  the  Remarker, 
ou  myself,  and  on  Catholic  writers  in  general,  shews, 
tlvM;  if  you  have  been  silent,  it  was  because  you  could 
not  return  an  unfavourable  answer.  I  shall,  therefore, 
assume,  from  the  tacit  confession  of  our  adversaries, 
that  Catholics  have  no  reason  to  yield  the  palm  of  virtue 
to  Protestants :  and  shall  thence  conclude,  that  their 
practices  are  not  more  inimical  to  the  influences  of  the 
Hply  Spirit,  thah  the  practices,  or  rather  the  non-prac- 
tices, of  their  Protestant  brethren.  That  man  has  yet 
to  learn  to  blush,  who,  with  such  a  fact  staring  him 
in.the  face,  can  still  come  forward,  and  repeat  the  ac- 
cusation. 

The  Bishop  had  forgotten  to  press  the  rosary  into 
his  service.  You  have  supplied  the  omission,  and  tell 
us,  that  **  as  the  vulgar  could  not  read,  it  was  also  de- 
*'  termined  they  should  not  understand  what  they 
*'  were  to  repeat  Instead  therefore  of  giving  th^n> 
^^  any  prayers  in  a  language  of  their  own,  which  they 
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might  get  by  heart,  you  were  pleased  to  accommo- 
date them  with  a  strmg  of  words  to  be  repeated  one 
*^  hundred  and  fifty  times  over,  though  as  unintelligi- 
"  ble  to  them  as  the  merest  gibberish."  Honest  and 
worthy  clerk,  have  you  then  the  simplicity  to  believe, 
that  Catholics,  who  are  unable  to  read,  are  yet  able  to 
say  their  prayers  in  a  foreign  tongue ;  the  Latin,  I 
imagine  ?  Do  have  the  goodness  to  inform  the  public 
by  what  ingenious  contrivance  we  accommodate  those, 
who  cannot  read,  with  strings  of  Latin  words.  Your 
discovery  certainly  deserves,  and  will,  I  trust,  obtain  a 
premium  from  the  society  jfor  the  encouragement  ci 
the  arts  and  sciences. 

But  they  are  not  only  our  practices,  even  the  value 
which  we  ascribe  to  them  is  adduced  as  a  proof  of  the 
Bishop's  accusation.    Here,  Sir,  I  may  be  allowed  to 
say,  that  I  cannot  admire  either  your  prudence  or  that 
of  our  right  reverend  adversary.    Whoever  impartially 
estimates  the  respective  doctrines  of  the  two  churches, 
must,  I  think,  confess  that  ours  is  favourable,  yours 
unfavourable  to  the  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  You 
teach,  that  man  is  justified  by  faith  only ;  a  tenet  which 
the    thirty- nine   articles    feelingly  pronounce    to  be 
**  most  wholesome  and  full  of  comfort."*     This  soli- 
fidian  doctrine  was  the  creature  of  Luther's  policy: 
and  it  served  him  most  effectually.    To  it  the  reforma- 
tion was  in  a  great  measure  indebted  for  its  establish- 
ment.    It  was  not,  indeed,  very  consonant  to  reason ; 
but  it  wanted  not  the  support  of  reason :  every  passion 
that  has  a  seat  in  the  human  breast  pleaded  in  its  fa- 
vour.    The  old-fashioned  apostles  of  Christianity  had 
taught  that  there  were  many  crimes,  which  excluded 
from  the  kingdom  of  God  :  the  new  apostle  with  "his 
**  everlasting  gospel,"  restrained  the  power  of  damning 

*  Is  it  not  rather  singular  that  a  chureh,  which  pretends  to  be  built 
on  scripture  alone,  should  so  form  the  articles  of  her  belief  as  to  be  in 
direct  contradiction  to  the  very  words  of  scripture  ?  We  are  justified 
by  faith  only^  says  the  eleventh  ajrticle.  A  than  is  not  Jidstified  h^ 
faith  onlt/^  says  St.  James,  ii.  24.  Heylin  is  said  to  have  been  so 
ashamed  of  the  word  onlyy  that  he  omitted  it  in  his  edition  of  the  ar- 
ticles.    Hist  p.  354. 
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to  infidelity  alone.*  They,  unacquainted  with  the  true 
nature  of  christian  liberty,  had  still  left  us  several  du- 
ties to  perform :  he,  with  his  usual  magnanimity,  freed 
us  from  them  at  once.  ''  Faith  alone,"  he  cried,  "  is 
necessary  for  our  justification :  nothing  else  is  either 
commanded  or  prohibited."  "  Say  not  that  God 
will  punish  sin.  The  law,  indeed,  says  so.  But 
**  what  have  I  to  do  with  the  law?  I  am  free."t  They 
had  exhorted  their  disciples  to  perform  good  works, 
and  thus  make  their  calling  and  election  sure  :  he,  kind 
soul !  preached  a  more  easy  and  consoling  doctrine. 
*•  The  way  to  heaven  is  narrow,"  he  exclaimed,  *'  throw 
**  away  your  good  works,  if  you  wish  to  squeeze 
•*  through  it."f  Who  could  refuse  to  listen  to  so 
inviting  a  teacher !  Under  his  guidance,  who  but  a 
fool  could  escape  the  possession  of  eternal  happi- 
ness! 

Though  our  lean  faith  such  rigid  laws  hsis  giv'n. 
The  fiiU-fed  Musselman  goes  fat  to  heav'n : 
For  his  Arabian  prophet  with  delights 
Of  sense  allured  his  eastern  proselytes. 
The  jolly  Luther  leading  him,  began 
To  interpret  scriptures  by  his  alcoran ; 
To  grub  the  thorns  beneath  our  tender  feet, 
And  make  the  paths  of  paradise  more  sweet ; 
Bethought  him  of  a  wife  e^er  half-way  gone, 
(For  t'was  uneasy  travelling  alone) 
And  in  this  masquerade  of  mirth  and  love, 
Mistook  the  bliss  of  heaven  for  Bacchanals  above. 

A  doctrine  of  this  description  was  not  likely  to  be 
very  favourable  to  the  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 
If  it  reformed  the  creed,  it  deformed  the  morals  of  its 
professors.  This  is  a  truth  acknowledged  and  lamented 

*  Ubi  fides  est,  nullum  peccatum  nocere  potest  In  S«rm-  Sic  Deus 
dilexit — Nulla  peccata  damnare  possunt,  nisi  sola  incredulitas.  De 
Captiv.  Bab.  cap.  de  Baptismo. 

t  Sola  fides  necessana  est  ut  justi  simus,  caetera  omnia  lib«iima, 
oeqae  precepta  amplius,  neque  prohibita. — Ergo  Deus  puniet  et  dam- 
naUt?  Non.  At  lex  hoc  dicit.  Sed  nihil  mihi  cum  lege. — Quare  ? 
Quia  habeo  libertatem.     Cap.  2,  ad  GaL 

X  Angusta  est  via:  oportet  te  fieri  tenuem  si  vis  per  eam  venire — Si 
veBeris  cum  magnis  ssiccis  operum  pl^is,  deponer^  oportebit,  alioqui 
uon  poteris  penetrare.    Serra.  de  novo  test. 
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by  the  evangelical  preachers  themselves.  "  Formerly/ 
says  Luther,  ^'  w^hen  we  were  seduced  by  the  Pope, 
''  every  one  willingly  followed  good  worli  ;  but  now 
''  people  neither  say  nor  know  any  thing  but  how  to 
'^  get  all  to  themselves  by  exaction,  pillage,  theft, 
^'  falsehood,  usury,  &c/'*     "  Of  the  thousands,"  says 
Calvin,  "  who  renounced  popery,  and  seemed  eagerly 
''  to  embrace  the  gospel,  how  few  have  amended  their 
*'  lives !      Indeed,  what  else  did  the  greater  part  pre- 
"  tend  to,  than  by  shaking  off  the  yoke  of  superstition 
"  to  give  themselves  more  liberty,  and  to  plunge  into 
*'  every  kind  of  lasciviousness."  f     "  The  greater  part 
"  of  the  people,"  adds   Bucer,  '*  seem  to  have  em- 
^'  braced  the  gospel,  only  to  live  at  their  pleasure,  and 
"  enjoy  their  lusts  and  lawless  appetites  without  con- 
''  troul.    Hence  they  lend  a  willing  ear  to  the  doctrine 
"  that  tve  are  justified  by  faith  onlyy  and  not  by  good  warks^ 
"  for  which  they  have  no  relish."  J 

Now,  Sir,  this  doctrine,  the  prolific  parent  of  so 
much  immorality,  you  have  adopted.  It  holds  a  dis- 
tinguished place  among  the  thirty-nine  articles,  the 
new  gospel  framed  by  the  founders  of  your  church. 
How  much  it  favours  the  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
we  have  already  seen :  and  I  am  astonished  that  any 
man  who  has  subscribed  to  such  an  opinion,  should 
dare  to  accuse  the  opinions  of  others  as  inimical  to  the 
influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  I  do  not  mean  to  assert, 
that  at  the  present  day  it  has  effects  equally  pernicious 
on  the  morals  of  Protestants.  They  (in  this  respect 
happily  for  themselves)  are  little  acquainted  with  the 
doctrines  of  their  church.  To  know  that  the  Pope  is 
antichrist,  and  the  Roman  church  the  whore  of  Ba- 
bylon, is  theology  enough  to  form  an  orthodox  church- 
man.  Even  you  yourselves,  (I  mean  the  teachers  in 
Israel)  have  learned  to  blush  at  the  extravagance  of 
this  solifidian  doctrine,  and  by  the  aid  of  ingenious  and 
subtle  distinctions,  have  endeavoured  to  expound  it  in 
a  sense  more  agreeable  to  reason,  and  less  dangerous 

*  Luth.  in  Serna.  dom.  26  post  Pent.        t  Calv.  1.  vi.  de  Scand^ 
+  Buc.  de  Rcgn.  Christ.  1.  i.  c.  4. 
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to  morality.  Nor  do  I  blame  you.  Those  who  give 
the  poison,  should  administer  the  antidote ;  and  a^ 
every  candidate  for  holy  orders  is  compelled  to  swallow 
the  draught,  I  shall  not  complain  if  its  more  bitter  in- 
gredients be  dulcified  by  explanations,  or  if  by  any 
contrivance  it  be  made  pleasant  to  the  palate,  and  sa^ 
to  the  constitution. 

But  to  return  to  the  Catholic  church.  The  Bishop 
of  Durham  condemns  **  our  presumptuous  doctrine  re- 
*'  fipecting  the  merit  of  good  works."  That  the  right 
reverend  prelate  conceived  he  had  just  ground  for  this^ 
censure,  I  have  no  doubt ;  but  how  it  can  be  *^  inju- 
•'  rioustothe  sanctifying  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit," 
to  ascribe  merit  to  works  performed  by  the  sanctifying 
influence  of  that  Spirit,  is  what  neither  I,  nor,  I  suspect, 
«ny  rational  being  can  comprehend. 

You,  Sir,  are  the  official  defender  of  the  prelate,  and 
in  your  second  letter  have  displayed  no  small  industry 
in  your  attempt  to  justify  his  censure.  The  exposition 
of  the  Catholic  doctrine  which  I  gave  in  the  Vindica- 
tion, you  have  indeed  honoured  with  your  approbation  : 
but  still  you  have  recourse  to  your  favourite  artifice ; 
you  fly  to  the  works  of  the  ancient  schoolmen ;  you 
read  us  a  long  lecture  on  merit  of  congruity  and  merit 
of  condignity :  and  after  repeating  a  string  of  harsh, 
crabbed,  scholastic  phrases,  presume  you  have  con- 
vinced, because  you  have  fatigued,  the  understanding 
of  the  reader. 

From  my  explication,  you  appeal  to  the  authority 
of  the  council  of  Trent.  Listen  then  to  that  council. 
'*  To  those  who  persevere  in  good  works  to  the  end, 
**  and  trust  in  God,  eternal  life  is  to  be  proposed,  both 
as  a  grace  mercifully  promised  to  the  sons  of  God 
through  Jesus  Christ,  and  as  a  reward  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  promise  of  God,  will  be  faithfully  ren- 
dered to  their  good  works  and  merits."  * 
But  you  object  to  *'  the  happy  ambiguity  of  lan- 
guage" in  which  the  decrees  of  the  council  are  ex- 
pressed.    Hence,  Sir,   I  may  be  allowed  to  doubt 

*  8ess.  vi.  c.  ult 
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whether  you  yourself  believe  the  doctrinie  of  the  coun- 
eil  to  be  favourable  to  your  opinion.  The  only  am-^ 
biguity  in  its  language  consists  in  this,  that  it  confined 
itself  to  what  was  strictly  of  faith,  and  left  the  dif- 
ferent opinions  of  divines  just  as  it  found  them.  In 
this  I  see  much  to  praise,  and  nothing  to  reprehend. 
You  must  not  persuade  yourself.  Sir,  that  a  Catholic 
council  possesses  either  the  omnipotence  or  infallibihty 
of  an  English  parliament.  It  cannot  make  articles  of 
faith,  as  suits  its  policy  or  convenience.  It  can  only 
define  what  it  has  received  from  its  predecessors  as 
essential  to  our  faith.  These  doctrines  no  Catholic 
will  deny:  in  all  other  subjects  they  are  perfectly 
free ;  and  their  freedom  the  council  was  careral  not  to 
invade.  Such  was  the  origin  of  that  cautious  lan- 
guage which  you  have  been  pleased  to  condemn  as 
ambiguous. 

But,  Sir,  instead  of  adverting  to  the  language  of  the 
council,  is  there  nothing  ambiguous  in  ^e  language 
employed  by  the  Bishop  and  yourself?  You  fi^ 
quently  disapprove  of  our  doctrine,  yet  seldom  conde- 
scend to  inform  us  what  that  doctrine  is.  Though  I 
have  read  with  much  attention  all  your  strictures  on 
the  subject  of  good  works,  I  have  still  to  learn  what 
sentiments  you  really  attribute  to  us.  To  me  it  ap- 
pears (but  this  is  no  better  than  conjecture)  that  you 
conceive  us  to  teach  good  works  to  be  i)f  their  oum  na- 
ture meritorious  of  eternal  life.  But  this,  if  it  be  so, 
is  an  egregious  mistake.  It  was  the  doctrine  of  Baius, 
and  condemned  by  Pius  V.  All  Catholic  divines  unite 
in  considering  it  as  heretical. 

Perhaps  it  may  not  be  amiss  to  inform  you^  that 
when  the  schoolmen  speak  of  the  merit  of  good  works, 
they  ascribe  that  merit  not  to  the  efforts  of  man,  but 
to  the  grace  of  God.  Man,  they  teach,  by  his  own 
natural  powers  can  merit  nothing  more  than  a  rewani 

Eroportionate  to  his  own  nature :  but  if  he  be  aided 
y  supernatural  grace,  that  supernatural  grace  may 
render  him  worthy  of  a  supernatural  reward.  This 
important  distinction  you  have,  probably  from  your 
late  acquaintance  with  Catholic   theology,   entirely 
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)yerIooked :  but  if  you  will  bear  it  in  mind,  and  pe- 
tise  a  second  time  die  works  of  Soto,  and  Bellarmine, 
aid  Vasquez,  your  candour  will  acknowledge  that  you 
lave  misunderstood  their  meaning,  and  that  their  real 
Loctrine  is  not  injurious,  but  highly  honourable  to 

*  the  sanctifying  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit." 

I  am  surprised  that  in  reading  Bellarmine  you  did 
lot  observe  with  what  hesitation  he  speaks  of  his  own 
Loctrine.  He  says  he  thinks  it  probable.  Had  he 
tonsidered  it  as  the  Catholic  doctrine,  you  know  that 
le  would  have  employed  a  very  different  language, 
ind  have  pronounced  it  certain.  He  undertakes  to 
:efiite  the  opinion  of  Soto.  Yet  you  refer  your  reader 
»  both,  as  faithful  expositors  oi  our  creed.  Would 
fOVL  then  compel  us  to  believe  one  thing  as  certain  on 
lie  authority  of  Soto,  and  the  contrary  as  certain  on 
;he  authority  of  Bellarmine.  This  would  be,  indeed, 
o  tyrannize  over  our  intellects. 

You  tell  us  that  the  zeal  of  Vasquez  carried  him  far 
>eyond  the  limits  to  which  the  moderation  of  Soto 
ind  Bellarmine  had  confined  them.  May  I,  Sir,  refer 
jrou  to  the  following  passage  from  the  works  of  Vas- 
juez,  which,  I  trust,  will  justify  him  in  the  opinion  of 
nj  readers,  and  shew  that  his  sentiments  on  this  sub- 
ject were  not  very  different  from  mine. 

**  I  do  not,"  says  he,  **  attribute  to  God  the  obligation 

*  of  rewarding  good  works  in  justicCy  as  if  he  were 
'  bound  to  recompence  us  for  the  good  works  which 
'  he  receives  from  us :  but  I  confine  it  entirely  to  his 
'promise  and  his  fidelity  to  his  engagements.  Hence 
'  were  he  not  to  reward  them  with  eternal  life,  he  could 

*  not  properly  be  said  to  be  unjust :  but  he  might  be 
''  said  to  be  unfaithful,  because  he  would  violate  his 
'*  own  word."  * 

In  conclusion,  you  desire  me  to  say,  whether  "  you 
^  liave  misstated  the  doctrine  of  the  Catholic  church 
^  on  this  important  point."  I  answer  without  hesita- 
ion  that  you  have.  You  have  ascribed  to  the  Catholic 
church  the  doctrine  of  the  schoolmen :  and  their  doc- 

*  Vasquez^  disp.  215. 


ttitie  you  have  stated  unfairly.  Nor  say  that  they 
misunderstood  the  language  of  the  council  of  Trent. 
The  subjects  which  they  discussed  were  subjects  thatt 
the  council  overlooked,  because  they  did  not  apper- 
tain to  the  substance  of  faith-  On  them  every  Catholic 
exercises  his  own  judgment,  and  admits  or  rejects  the 
opinions  of  divines  as  he  pleases. 

On  indulgences  you  favour  us  with  nothing  that  is 
new,  except  the  authority  of  Corio,  and  the  con- 
demned propositions  of  Luther.  May  I  ask  from  what 
edition  of  Corio  you  quote?  That  of  Milan,  in  folio^ 
1503,  is  genuine;  those  that  followed  were  interpo- 
lated by  the  editors.  However  that  may  bei,  the  in-^ 
formation  which  you  have  procin'ed  from  him,  is  un- 
doubtedly curious.  That  Boniface  the  eighth  swayed 
the  papal  sceptre  with  a  stubborn  hand,  was  known  ta 
most  of  your  readers  :  but  that  he  continued  to  exer-- 
cise  the  pontifical  authority  eighty  years  after  his 
death,  is  a  fact,  for  our  acquaintance  with  which  we 
are  indebted  to  you.  He  died  in  1303,  and  yet,  ac-' 
cording  to  your  Corio,  granted  an  indulgence  to  the 
inhabitants  of  Milan  in  1391.  Without  discrediting 
your  authority,  I  beg  leave  to  observe,  that  our  dis- 
pute regards  indulgences  granted,  not  by  dead,  but  by 
living  popes. 

It  is,  indeed,  true  that  Boniface  the  ninth  granted  to 
the  churches  in  Milan  the  same  indulgences  as  were 
granted  during  the  jubilee  in  Rome.  But  these  ex- 
pressly required  contrition  and  confession  as  previous 
conditions.  Corio,  therefore,  has  either  been  cor- 
rupted, or  he  has  contradicted  himself.* 

As  to  Lu therms  propositions,  condemned  by  Leo  X, 
have  the  goodness  to  peruse  a  second  time  the  bull  of 
that  pontiff,  and  you  will  perhaps  learn,  that  they 
were  not  all  condemned  as  heretical,  but  some  because 
he  had  pronounced  them  to  be  articles  of  Catholic 
faith,  which  they  were  not ;  and  others,  because  they* 
were  preached  by  that  innovator  to  excite  disrespect 
towards  the  apostolic  see* 

*  Nella  medesima  forma,  ch'era  a  Roma.  Corio. — Vere  poenitcn-' 
iibus  et  confessis.  Bulla  Jubil.  in  BuUario  Magno  Tom.  1.  p.  204. 
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From  indulgences  I  shall  pass  to  the  cha»e  of  lock^ 
ing  up  the  scriptures  from  the  knowledge  of  the  laity. 
1  had  observed  that  this  charge  rested  entirely  on  the 
Regulations  of  the  Index :  and  that  these  regulations 
were  only  temporary,  and  confined  to  certain  places. 
I  may  add,  that  the  Index  did  not  lock  up  the  scrip- 
tures fix)m  the  knowledge  of  the  laity,  even  at  the  time 
and  in  the  places  in  which  it  was  received.  It  only 
prohibited  the  versions  in  the  vulgar  languages.  The 
originals,  with  the  ancient  translations,  were  still  open 
to  the  perusal  of  the  laity :  and  it  is  well  known  that 
in  Catholic  countries,  there  are,  in  every  rank  of  life, 
thousands  to  whom  the  Latin  language  at  least  is  fami- 
liar. Nor  were  the  scriptures,  in  the  vulgar  tongues, 
withheld  from  the  more  ignorant.  They  might  still 
obtain  permission  to  read  them.  The  prohibition  was 
only  designed  to  prevent  those  extravagancies  to  which 
the  promiscuous  reading  of  the  sacred  volumes  had 
given  birth  in  Protestant  countries,  and  which  caused 
file  learned  editor  of  the  Polyglot  to  observe,  that  the 
reformers,  by  putting  the  scriptures  into  the  hands  of 
the  vulgar,  had  opened  the  mouth  of  the  bottomless 

Eit.  Indeed  I  know  not  whether  there  would  be  any 
arm,  if  something  like  the  regulations  of  the  Index 
were  adopted  in  England  at  the  present  day.  We 
should  not  then  hear  of  so  many  tinkers,  coblers,  post- 
boys, and  men  in  the  lowest  walks  of  life,  obtaining 
licences  to  preach,  or  rather  to  abuse  the  gospel. 

I  had  requested  that  those,  who  thus  accuse  us  of 
locking  up  the  scriptures,  would  prove  their  accusa- 
tion, **  by  reference  to  the  decree  of  some  council,  or 
"  the  biill  of  some  pope,  or  the  statute  of  some  pro- 
"  vincisd  synod,  or  the  order  of  some  bishop."  This 
task  you  cheerfully  undertake:  and  then  without 
blushing  send  me  back  to  the  Index,  as  if  t  had  not 
previously  refuted  the  objection.  You  next  refer  me 
to  three  propositions  censured  by  a  bull  of  Clement 
XL  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  real  nature  of  this 
censure?  The  propositions  were  condemned  for  in- 
sinuating a  falsehood.  They  were  intended  by  their 
authors  to  convey  the  same  accusation  against  the  Ca- 
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tholicSj  which  has  been  advanced  by  the  Bishop  of  Dur- 
ham. For  this  reason  they  were  pronounced  to  be 
injurious  and  calumnious  to  the  church. 

Thus  have  I  arrived  at  your  last  page,  in  which  you 
say  you  have  done  with  me,  most  probably  for  ever. 
i  have  no  objection.  It  is  time  this  controversy  should 
he  ended.  If  in  the  course  of  it  I  have  ever  employed 
a  harsh  expression,  an  unseemly  epithet,  your  candour, 
I  am  sure,  will  excuse  me.  It  was  from  you  I  learned 
such  language.  You  have  so  profusely  scattered  these 
beauties  through  your  pages,  that  they  may  have  oc- 
casionally found  their  way  into  mine.  One  good  at 
least,  I  trust,  will  arise  f^om  the  discussion,  tiiat  our 
future  adversaries  will  attempt  to  refute  the  doctrines 
which  we  really  hold,  instead  of  accusing  us  of  such 
as  we  reject:  that  we  shall  hear  no  more  of  these 
charges,  which 

Halting  on  crutches  of  unequal  size. 
One  leg  by  truth  supported^  one  by  lies, 
Thus  sidle  to  the  gaol  with  awkward  pace, 
Secure  of  nothing  but  to  lose  the  raee. 
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Ta 


THE    CLERGY    OF    THE    DIOCESE    OF   DURHAM* 


No  minister  of  the  God  of  peace  has  ever  attempted 

;o  disseminate  religious  discord,  who  did  not  feel,  or 
iffect  to  feel,  himself  actuated  by  the  most  holy  and 
jdifying  motives.  In  controversy,  as  in  war,  the  ag- 
gressor is  always  eager  to  justify  the  aggression.  It 
s  not  the  lust  of  power,  the  thirst  for  preferment,  the 
lesire  of  revenge,  or  any  earthly  consideration,  that 
irges  him  to  the  attack :  the  faith  which  he  has  bound 
limself  to  defend,  is  in  danger :  an  imperious  necessity 
compels  him  to  detect  the  artifices,  and  expose  the  so- 
phistry of  its  enemies.  Thus  is  religion,  the  best  gift 
)f  God  to  man,  frequently  identified  with  the  worst 
passions  of  the  human  breast. 

This  observation  does  not,  cannot,  apply  to  the 
Bishop  of  Durham.  The  benevolence  of  that  prelate's 
character  is  a  sufficient  guarantee  for  the  uprightnes  of 
lis  intentions.  He  was  indeed  the  aggressor  in  this  con- 
Toversy.  He  began  by  preaching  a  crusade  i^inst  the 
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opinions  of  his  Catholic  brethren,  and  then  declared 
that  the  war,  which  he  waged,  should  be  an  eternal 
war,  a  bdlum  usque  ad  intemecionem.*  He  first  pro- 
nounced us  enemies  to  the  honour  of  God  the  Father, 
to  the  mediatorship  of  God  the  Son,  and  to  the  sancti- 
fying influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit ;  f  and  afterwards 
condemned  us  of  the  guilt  of  idolatry,  of  blasphemy,  and 
of  sacrilege.J  But,  though  these  were  grevious  charges, 
no  one  doubted  that  the  right  rever«id  Prelate  was  im- 
pelled by  motives  which  would  justify  his  conduct, 
what  these  motives  were,  indeed,  we  knew  not  j  but 
we  gave  him  credit  for  them. 

The  Bishop,  however,  in  his  introductory  Letter, 
has  thought  proper  to  enter  into  an  explanation. 
*'  There  is,"  he  says,  *'  some  danger,  lest,  under  a 
*'  misconstrued  indulgence  to  the  popish  petitions,  we 
"  should,  by  an  appearance  of  indifference  to  our  own 
^'  church,  give  countenance  to  doctrines  and  tissues, 
*'  which,  as  sincere  Protestants,  and  readers  of  our 
*'  Bible,  we  must  ever  hold  to  be  idolatrous,  blas- 
"  phemous,  and  sacrilegious." §  Some  readers  of  the 
Bible,  perhaps,  may  wonder  what  religious  doctrines 
can  have  to  do  with  petitions  for  political  privileges ; 
'^  what  concord  there  can  be  between  Christ  and 
*'  Belial."  But,  not  to  press  this  subject  here,  I  may 
ask,  how  to  support  the  Catholic  petitions  can  be 
construed  into  an  indifference  to  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land. I  think  it  shews  a  strict  adherence  to  the  great 
principle  on  which  the  Church  of  England  was  founded. 
That  principle  was  the  right  of  private  judgment :  the 
obligation  which  binds  every  man  to  search  the  scrip- 
tures, and  to  embrace  every  doctrine  which  he  discovers 
in  them.  But,  if  I  have  an  equal  right  with  you  to 
judge  for  myself,  what  right  have  you  to  punish  me  for 
dissenting  from  you  ?  If  I  believe  Christ  to  be  really 
present  in  the  eucharist,  and  you  believe  him  to  be 
present  by  faith  only,  what  is  there  in  my  opinion  that 

*  The  Grounds,  &c.  by  Shute,  Bishop  of  Durham,  p.  9. 
t  Charge  to  the  Clei^gy  of  the  Diocese  of  Durham,  p.  5. 
+  Tlie  Grounds,  &c.  p.  8.  |  Ibid. 
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should  incapacitate  me,  or  in  yours  that  should  qualify 
you,  for  civil  employment?  For  our  religious  opi- 
nions we  are  answerable  to  God  alone  :  **  who  art  thou 
"  that  judgest,"  or  rather  punishest,  "  another  man's 
'*  servant?    To  his  own  master  he  standeth  or  feUeth," 

With  much  orthodox  charity,  the  Bishop  proceeds 
to  lock  the  gates  of  Paradise  against  the  great  majority 
t)f  the  christian  world.  As  if  Christ  had  died  for  the 
insular  Church  of  England  alone,  he  boldly  pronounces, 
that  hardly  any  one,  who  professes  the  same  doctrine 
with  the  church  of  Rome,  can  reasonably  hope  to  en- 
joy the  benefit  of  our  common  redemption.*  In  this 
view  of  the  case,  the  fate  of  the  English  Catholics  is 
peculiarly  severe.  Our  conscientious  adherence  to 
what  we  conceive  to  be  the  doctrine  of  Christ  excludes 
us  from  the  privileges  of  our  birthright  here,  and  the 
same  will  exclude  us  from  the  joys  of  heaven  here- 
aften  All  the  good  things,  both  of  this  world  and  of 
the  next,  appear  to  be  reserved  for  the  professors  of 
the  established  creed.  In  the  gospel  originally  preached 
by  our  blessed  Lord,  if  the  poor  man  was  reiused  the 
crumbs  that  fell  from  the  rich  man's  table  in  this  life, 
in  that  to  come  he  might  expect  to  be  raised  to  an 
equality  at  least  with  his  proud  oppressor :  in  the  new 
gospel  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  we  are  not  only  re- 
rosed  all  share  of  the  crumbs  now,  but  are  condemned 
to  remain  in  a  similar  state  of  degradation  for  ever 
hereafter. 

But  it  was  not  only  the  fear  of  appearing  indifferent 
to  the  Church  of  England  that  prompted  the  Bishop  to 
publish  his  last  pamphlet :  he  mforms  us  that  he  was 
urged  by  another,  and,  perhaps,  more  efficacious,  mo- 
tive :  he  wished  to  chastise  the  insolence  of  the  Re- 
marker,  who  had  applied  the  opprobrious  term  of 
points  at  issue  to  the  subjects  discussed  in  the  Bishop's 
Charge.f  If  this  be  a  crime  of  high  treason  against 
the  established  creed,  I  must  plead  guilty ;  though  the 
words  were  certainly  employed  without  the  remotest 

*  The  Grounds,  &c.  p.  8.  f  Ibid.  p.  9. 
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idea  of  giying^offence  to  the  orthodox  feelings  of  my 
adversary.  The  reader,  however,  may  possibly  be  at 
a  loss  to  conceive  in  what  the  offence  consists.  The 
right  reverend  Prelate  shall  inform  him.  These  doc- 
trines are  not  points  at  issue,  he  exclaims,  they  have 
been  decided  long  ago.*  Decided  long  ago !  Had 
such  an  assertion  fallen  from  a  Catholic  writer,  I  should 
not  have  been  surprised.  He  indeed  believes  that  they 
were  decided  long  ago,  many  centuries  before  the  birtti 
of  the  present  Church  of  England.  But  that  a  Pro* 
testant  Prelate,  whose  creed  is  the  offspring  of  private 
judgment,  should  thus  attempt  to  check  the  freedom 
of  religious  inquiry,  this  indeed,  does  excite  my  asto- 
nishment. But  how  have  these  subjects  been  decided? 
"  By  the  establishment  of  the  Protestant  church,''  is 
his  answer,  f  This  is  still  more  singular.  Were  I  to 
draw  a  parallel  between  the  establishment  of  the  Protes- 
tant church,  and  the  miraculous  diffusion  of  Christianity 
in  the  first  centuries,  the  reader  would  see  with  whs^ 
reason  the  former  might  be  adduced  as  an  argument  in 
favour  of  its  creed.  There  was,  as  I  have  before  had 
occassion  to  observe,  too  much  of  human  policy  and 
human  passion,  too  much  of  intrigue,  sacrilege,  and 
impiety,  in  the  establishment  of  that  church,  to  make 
it  a  test  of  the  religion  of  the  God  of  all  holiness.  As 
well  might  the  disciple  of  Mahomet  adduce  the  esta^ 
blishment  of  the  Koran  in  proof  of  the  divine  mission 
of  his  prophet.  •* 

As,  however,  the  right  reverend  Prelate  proceeded 
in  his  pamphlet,  he  made  a  new  discovery,  and  found 
that  the  decision  of  these  subjects  rested,  not,  as  he 
had  before  taught,  on  the  establishment  of  the  Protes- 
tant church,  but  on  the  authority  of  an  infallible  tri- 
bunal, composed  of  Luther  and  Melancthon,  of  Whitaker 
and  Jewell,  of  Chillingworth,  Wake,  and  Stillingfleet.J- 
This  too  is  strange,  passing  strange.  Does  then  the 
learned  Prelate  think  that  I  cannot  also  produce,  on 
my  side  of  the  question,  a  list  of  names  equally  illusv 

♦  The  Grounds,  c&c.  p.  9.  f  Ibid.  t  Ibid.  p.  25, 
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trious?.    Has  he  forgotten,  or  is  hlB-  ignorant,  that  .to 

tbesie  champions  of  protestantism  was  opposed  a  pha-- 

lanx  of  writers  every  way  their  equals  in  learning, 

abilitieB,   and  judgment?     But,  if  authority  be   the 

weapon  with  which  we  are  to  contend,  I  shall  not  be 

satisfied  with   the  decision  of  a  few  individuals :    I 

shall  confidently  appeal  to  the  consent  of  the  great 

body  of  christians ;    and  not  only  of  those  churches 

which  are  in  communion  with  the  church  of  Rome, 

but  also  to  the  Oriental  churches,  which,  for  more  than 

ten  centuries,  have  been  separated  from  her.    And 

with  such  a  mass  of  authority  in  my  favour,  am  I  to 

be  scared  by  the  names  of  Luther  and  Melancthon,  of 

Whitaker  and  Jewell,  of  Chillingworth,  Wake,  and 

StUlingfleet? 

.  But  I  am  surprised  that  the  Bishop,  in  summing  up 
his  authorities,  should  have  omitted  one  far  more  for- 
midable than  any  which  he  has  mentioned ;  the  autho- 
rity of  that  illustrious  doctor  under  whom  Luther 
studied  his  theology.  I  shall  endeavour  to  supply  the 
omission :  and,  reader,  if  thou  feel  disposed  to  doubt 
the  truth  of  the  narrative,  remember  that  I  do  no  more 
than  transcribe  the  words  of  the  "  magnanimous  pa- . 
*'  rent  of  the  reformation.''  He  committed  it  to  writing 
-for  the  benefit  and  edification  of  his  disciples :  and  I 
lave  often  wondered  why  no  orthodox  clergyman  has 
^ver  drawn  it  from  the  obscurity  of  the  language  in 
>^bich  it  is  concealed,  and  published  it  in  an  English 
Version,  that  the  unlearned  might  enjoy  the  happiness 
<5f  reading  the  new  gospel  in  their  native  tongue.  The 
fact,  as  related  by  Luther,  is  this.  One  night,  just  as 
the  clock  struck  twelve,  Satan  tapped  him  on  the 
shoulder  as  he  lay  in  his  bed,*  and  with  a  deep  hollow 

*  As  Luther  did  not  choose,  I  am  unable  to  inform  the  reader  of  the 
^ame  or  rank  of  this  controversial  devil.  The  German  apostle,  how- 
^ver,  appears  to  have  received  frequent  visits  from  the  inhabitants  of  the 
infernal  regions.  Some  of  them,  he  informs  us,  were  malicious  devils* 
^1k>  cracked  his  nuts,  and  rolled  empty  barrels  down  stairs  while  he 
^^pU  Others  were  good-natured  devils,  who  attended  him  in  hifi 
by  day,  and  went  to  bed  with  him  at  night,    But .  there  vretn 
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voice  addressed  him  as  follows : — '^  Hark  ye,  right 
**  learned  Doctor  Martin,  do  not  you  know,  that,  for 
"  these  last  fifteen  years,  you  have  been  in  the  dail? 
"  habit  of  saying  private  masses  ?  Now,  what  if  aU 
**  this  while  you  have  been  daily  committing  acts  of 
''  idolatry ;  and,  instead  of  the  body  and  blood  of 
''  Christ,  have  adored,  and  exhibited  to  others  to 
**  adore,  nothing  but  bread  and  wine  ?"  To  this  serioui 
question,  the  father  of  the  reformation  very  learnedly 
replied — *'  I  am  a  priest,  I  was  ordained  by  a  true 
"  bishop,  I  acted  according  to  the  commands  of  my 
*'  supenors ;  why  then  should  I  not  be  said  to. have 
'' truly  consecrated,  as  I  pronounced  the  words  dili- 
"  gently,  and  said  the  masses  devoutly  V  To  convince 
him  of  his  error,  Satan  adduced  six  very  cogent  argu-^ 
ments,  which  went  to  prove  that  he  was  not  a  priest, 
and  of  course  had  not  the  power  of  consecrating. 
Luther  felt  their  force,  and  could  only  muimur,  that 
he  had  acted  in  the  name  of  the  church,  and  that  if  he- 
had  not  any  true  faith  himself,  at  least  the  church  had. 
''  Nonsense ! "  exclaimed  Satan  :  ''  tell  me  where  it  is 
'^  virritten,  that  a  sinner  and  an  infidel  can  consecrate 
"  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ."*  But  it  cannot  be 
necessary  that  I  should  relate  the  whole  of  this  very 
edifying  discussion.  Suffice  it  to  say,  that  Luther  was 
at  last  convinced,  by  the  reasoning  of  his  infernal 
master.  He  not  only  adopted  the  devil's  opinion  on 
this  subject,  but  inculcated  it  with  his  usual  vehe- 
mence in  Germany :  it  has  since  been  confirmed  by  act 
of  parliament  in  England. 

two,  whom  he  so  admired  for  their  abilities  and  erudition,  that  he  de- 
clared, "  they  could  not  be  everyday  devils:  thay  were  marfelloiH 
"  devils,  probably  doctors  of  divinity  in  the  universities  below."  Nan 
vulgares  sed  magni  cUetnones,  imo  doctores  theologies  inter  diaboloi* 
(Colloq.  Mensal.  Germ.  edit.  fol.  275.  See  the  whole  of  that  strange 
work.)  And  it  is  on  the  authority  of  this  madman,  that  the  J3i«hop  of 
Durham  would  have  me  believe  that  the  points  in  discussion  between 
the  two  churches  have  been  decided  1 ! ! 

*  The  whole  conference  is  narrated  by  Luther  himself  in  his  booki 
De  Missa  privata  et  Unctione  sacerdotum,  edit  Wittemb.  torn.  7.  M. 
22B.     It  is  in  the  sixth  tome  of  the  Jena  edition,  fol.  28. 
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However,  whether  we  admit  or  reject  the  validity  of 
the  reasons  before-mentioned,  they  have  induced  the 
Bishop  of  Durham  to  publish  a  pamphlet  against  the 
Catholic  doctrine  of  the  eucharist :  and  that  pamphlet 
he  has  thought  proper  to  entitle.  The  Grounds^  on 
which  the  Church  of  England  separated  from  the  Church, 
of  Rome^  reconsidered.  In  the  days  when  controversy 
flourished,  the  art  of  composing  titles  was  no  trifling 
acquirement ;  and  by  their  proficiency  in  it,  niany  of 
our  predecessors  obtained  no  small  degree  of  reputa- 
tion.* If  the  right  reverend  Prelate  has  not  equalled 
them  in  quaintness  of  expression,  he  has  at  least  sur- 
passed them  in  originality  of  invention.  Their  titles 
pointed  out  the  contents  of  their  books :  he  has  given 
to  his  book  a  title,  which  bears  no  reference  to  a  single 
line  contained  in  it.  The  title  professes  to  be  the 
grounds  on  which  the  Church  of  England  sepai-ated 
from  the  Church  of  Rome :  the  book  is  composed  of 
arguments  to  disprove  the  real  presence  in  the  eucha- 
rist, and  to  explam  an  answer  in  the  church  catechism. 
Certainly  I  shall  not  be  told,  that  the  Catholic  doc- 
trine respecting  the  eucharist,  was  one  df  the  grounds 
on  which  the  separation  of  the  two  churches  was 
efl^cted.  Such  an  assertion  would  be  to  give  the  lie 
to  the  unanimous  voice  of  historians.  The  true  ground 
of  the  separation  was  the  passion  of  Henry  the  Eighth 
for  the  accomplished,  but  unfortunate,  Ann  Boleyn. 
Paul,  of  a  persecutor,  became  an  apostle  of  the  gos- 
pel :  and  the  lust  of  Henry  generated  the  independ- 
ence of  the  English  church.  To  raise  his  mistress  to 
the  throne,  a  divorce  was  necessary :  but  the  method 
which  he  took  to  effect  it  did  no  honour  either  to  his 
foresight  or  ingenuity.  Modern  controvertists  would 
have  taught  him  better.     Had  Messrs.  Le  Mesurier 

■  •  Thus,  amoug  our  more  ancient  controvertists,  we  have  '•  The  Gagger 
"  gagged,  or  a  new  Gag  for  an  old  Goose" — *'  The  Romish  Fisher 
«  caught  in  his  own  Ket''— "  Maister  Whytc  dyed  blacke"— A  CaiV 
**  rycomb  for  a  Coxcomb" — "  A  Pair  of  Spectacles  for  Sir  Humphrey 
^'  Hynde  to  see  bis  Way  withal*'—"  A  Case  finr  a  Pair  of  Spectacles/* 
Ac  Ac, 

p  2 
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and  Granville  Sharpe  been  members  of  his  council, 
they  would  have  whispered  tlie  Taxce  Cancellaria  Apa8^ 
tolicce  in  his  ears  :  and  by  an  application  to  the  Roman 
chancery,  he  might  have  purchased  at  a  small  expense 
the  indulgence  which  he  desired.*      Or,   could  hi« 
pride  have  submitted  to  solicit  the  assistance  of  a  tlieo- 
logical  rival,  he  might  have  applied  to  Luther;  and 
I  have  no  doubt  the  infallible  apostle  of  the  reforma- 
tion would  as  readily  have  gratified  the  King  of  Eng- 
land with  two  wives  at  the  same  time,  as  he  did  the 
Landgrave  of  Hesse.|     But,  instead  of  these  easy  ex- 
pedients, Henry  determined  to  sue  for  a  divorce  in  the 
court  of  Rome:   and,  s*,range  as  it  must  appear  to 
every  one,  who  knows  that  the  Roman  church  is  titie 
mother  of  harlots,  she,  for  some  reason  or  other,  hesi- 
tated to  comply  with  his  request.     The  passion  of  the 
king*was  irritated  by  delay ;  and  he  soon  discovered 
the  means  of  cutting  at  once  the  Gordian  knot.    He 
declared  himself  the  supreme  head  of  the  church  :  the 
clergy  yielded  to  his  pretensions;  and  the  two  churches 
were  separated.     The  consequence  was  natural.    An 
obsequious  primate  pronounced  the  sentence  of  di- 
vorce, and  the  daughter  of  Sir  Thomas  Boleyn  was 
substituted  in  the  place  of   Catharine  of   Arragon. 
But,  though  the  Church  of  England  was  thus  sepa- 
rated from  that  of  Rome,  no  alteration,  if  we  except 
the  article  of  supremacy,  was  made  in  their  respective 
creeds.     The  doctrine  of  the  real  presence  was  still 
professed  by  the  English  clergy:  and  it  formed  the 
first  of  the  six  articles,  which  Henry,  in  the  plenitude 
of  his  ecclesic  stical  power,  enacted  to  repress  the  te- 
merity of  religious  innovators.     It  is  fortunate  for  the 
Bishop  of  Durham,  that  he  did  not  live,  and  publish 
his  pamphlet,  at  that  time.     The  first  head  of  the 

*  If  the  reader  wish  to  be  acquainted  with  this  pious  fraud  of  former 
times,  which  duped  not  only  the  first  disciples  of  the  reformation,  but 
even  some  of  its  present  advocates,  he  may  consult  the  General  Vindicar 
tion  of  the  Remarks,  p.  117  of  this  volume. 

t  See  a  short  account  of  this  edifying  transaction  in  the  same  tract) 
p.  99. 
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C&urch  of  England  would  have  compelled  him "  to  re- 
cant at  St.  Paul's  cross,  or  have  sent  him  to  the  stake 
in  Smithfield.  The  grounds  on  which  he  attempts  to 
justify  the  separation  of  the  two  churches  would  have 
convicted  him  of  heresy,  even  among  those  whom  he 
professes  to  defend. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  said,  that  the  right  reverend  Pre- 
late alludes  to  the  separation,  which  was  effected,  not 
in  the  reign  of  Henry,  but  under  his  daughter  Eliza- 
beth. Yet,  even  in  this  supposition,  I  contend  that 
the  title  of  the  Bishop's  publication  is  inaccurate. 
The  separation  at  that  period  was  made,  not  on  doc- 
trinal, but  on  political  grounds.  The  marriage  of 
Henry  with  Ann  Boleyn  had  been  pronounced  invalid 
by  the  Roman  see :  and  Elizabeth,  the  fruit  of  that 
marriage,  could  not  be  a  member  of  the  Catholic 
church,  without  virtually,  at  least,  acknowledging  her 
own  illegitimacy,  and  resigning  all  claim  to  hereditary 
succession.  A  separation,  therefore,  from  the  Roman 
church,  became  expedient  to  her  interests :  and  an  act 
of  parliament  was  procured,  re-annexing  to  the  crown 
all  that  ecclesiastical  pre-eminence  and  jurisdiction, 
which  had  been  assumed  by  her  father,  and  renounced 
by  the  late  queen,  her  sister.  A  separation  was  thus 
effected :  but  that  separation  was,  in  its  origin,  merely 
political,  and  in  its  progress,  and  conclusion,  was  the 
act  not  of  the  clergy,  but  of  a  lay  tribunal.  It  was 
opposed  by  all  the  bishops  except  one :  by  both  uni- 
versities, and  by  both  houses  of  convocation.*  But 
the  spiritual  was  unequal  to  the  temporal  power. 
The  principal  of  the  clergy  were  deprived  of  their  be- 
nefices :  the  Church  of  England  was  dissolved :  and 
a  new  church,  professing  new  doctrines,  and  governed 
by  a  new  polity,  was  established  in  its  place.  That 
this  church  did  not  join  in  comtnunion  with  the  see  of 
of  Rome,  I  willingly  admit :  but  at  the  same  time,  I 
contend  that  it  did  not  separate  from  it.  They  never 
were  united >  and  of  course  could  never  be  separated. 

*  Fuller,  EcclsGsias.  Hist.  I.  ix.p.  54.  56* 
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For  these  reasons,  I  submit,  that,  whether  the  Bishop 
of  Durham  succeed  or  not  in  attempting  to  convict  us 
of  blasphemy,  sacrilege,  and  idolatry,  in  our  doctrine 
respecting  the  eucharist,  he  still  cannot  be  justified  in 
representing  such  doctrine  as  the  ground  of  the  sepa- 
ration of  the  Church  of  England  from  the  Church  4if 
Rome. 


REMARKS 


OH    THB 


DOCTRINE  OF  THE  BISHOP  OF  DURHAM, 


WITH   RBIPBCT  TO 


THE  HOLY  EUCHARIST. 


According  to  the  Cathollc  belief,  the  bread  and 
wine  in  the  sacrament  of  the  eucharist,  are  made  verily 
and  indeed,  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ.  This  doc- 
trine is  grounded  on  the  express  words  of  our  blessed 
Lord  in  the  institution  of  the  sacrament :  This  is  my 
body.  This  is  my  blood.  The  natural  import  of  these 
words  is  so  veiy  obvious,  that  I  shall  content  myself 
with  only  one  observation  ;  that  if  Christ  had  wished 
to  inculcate  the  Catholic  doctrine,  he  could  not  have 
done  it  in  terms  better  adapted  to  the  purpose :  and  if 
he  meant  to  inculcate  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of 
England,  he  could  hardly  have  selected  words  more 
likely  to  lead  his  disciples  into  error. 

In  opposition  to  this  statement,  the  Bishop  of  Dur- 
ham contends,  that  the  words  of  Christ  are  to  be  taketi 
not  in  their  literal^  but  in  a  figurative  sense  :  *  now  to 

*  Lest  the  reader  should  ascribe  to  the  right  reverend  Prelate  the 
merit  of  this  figurative  discovery,  I  must  inform  him  that  it  belongi  to 
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me  it  appears,  that  the  presumption  is  in  favour  of  the 
literal  meaning.     If,  as  our  adversaries  maintain,  it  be 
from  the  scriptures,  that  each  individual  is  to  cull  the 
articles  of  his  creed,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  conceive, 
that  the  Holy  Spirit  will  have  delivered  these  articles 
in  the  sacred  volumes,  in  terms  the  most  natural  and 
intelligible.     To  have  described  the  more  important 
points  of  christian  belief  and  christian  practice,  in 
figurative  or  metaphorical  language,  susceptible  of  a 
thousand  different  meanings,  would  have  been  to  sow 
the  seeds  of  disunion,  and  to  perplex  the  mind  of  the 
sincere  inquirer.     We  may  therefore  lay  it  down  as  a 
canon  of  scriptural  interpretation,  that  the  literal  should 
be  considered  as  the  true  meaning,  unless  there  be  the 
clearest  evidence  of  the  contrary.    The  neglect  of  this 
canon  has  opened  a  door  to  every  species  of  religious 
innovation.  It  has  enabled  men  to  explain  away  all  the 

Zuinglius.  The  method  by  which  that  apostle  came  to  the  knowledge 
of  it,  is  so  very  curious,  that  I  shall  transcribe  the  account  from  bii  own 
words  in  bis  book  De  Subsidio  Eucbaristiae.  After  informing  us  that 
be  bad  bemi  disputing  on  the  sacrament  with  little  success,  before  tbe 
magistrates  of  S&urich,  he  proceeds  thus :  "  Early  in  the  morning  of  the 
thirteenth  of  April,  (I  speak  the  truth,  though  unwillingly.  For  I 
know  I  shall  be  laughed  at :  but  my  conscience  forces  me)  early  in 
'*  the  morning,  I  seemed  in  my  sleep  to  be  disputing  with  much  difficulty 
**  against  my  adversary  :  and  to  be  struck  dumb,  so  that  I  could  not 
**  defend  what  I  knew  to  be  the  truth. — Then,  most  opportunely,  a 
**  monitor  seemed  to  be  present  {^whether  he  were  white  or  black  I  do 
"  not  remember,  for  I  relate  a  dreamj  who  exclaimed,  why,  you  block' 
"  bead,  answer  what  is  written  Exod.  xii.  It  is  the  pasch,  that  is,  the 
'*  passover  of  the  Lord.  As  soon  as  I  had  seen  this  phantasm,  I  awake, 
"  lecm  out  of  bed,  examine  the  passage,  and  by  means  of  it  dispel  eveiy 
"  difficulty  from  the  minds  of  ray  audience.  Visus  est  monitor  adesu: 
**  {ater  fuerit  an  albiit,  nihil  tnemini :  somnia  enifrt  narro  i)  qui  dicent; 
**  quin,  ignave,  respondeas  ei  quod  Exod,  xiL  seridiiur:  est  enim 
'  "  Phase,  hoc  est,  transitus  Domini,  S(c,"  The  colour  of  this  super- 
natural teacher  is  still  a  problem.  The  Bishop,  probably,  with  Hospi- 
nian  (Hist.  Sacram.  par.  2.  fol.  26.)  may  think  it  a  divine  revelation: 
the  infallible  Luther  is,  however,  of  opinion,  that  it  was  an  illusion  of 
the  devil ;  and  therefore  declares  that  Zuinglius,  and  all  who  follow  Vb 
doctrine,  are  insatanized,  supcrsatanized,  and  persatanized ;  and  have 
the  devil  infused,  perfused,  and  transfused  into  them.  (See  the  Tigu- 
rine  Divines,  Contra  Confessionem  Lutheri,  tract  iii.  p.  61.)  However, 
the  doctrine  of  Zuinglius  has  been  confirmed  by  act  of  parliament ;  and 
this  must  satisfy  the  conscience  of  every  orthodox  churchman. 
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aaysteries  of  ehristiaDity ;  and  even  to  justify  a  sub- 
scription to  the  truth  of  doctrines,  which  at  the  same 
time,  tliey  suspect,  perhaps  believe,  to  be  false. 

It  should  moreover  be  observed,  that  the  doctrine 
which  maintains  the  literal  meaning  of  the  words,  this 
is  my  body;  this  is  my  bloody  is  not  of  recent  invention, 
or  confined  to  the  breasts  of  a  few  individuals.  It  was 
the  uniform  belief  of  the  whole  christian  church  at  the 
time  of  the  reformation.  It  had  been  the  belief  of  the 
whole  church  for  several  centuries,  according  to  the 
confession  of  our  adversaries:  according  to  our  opinion, 
it  had  been  so  from  the  time  of  the  apostles.  At  the 
present  day,  it  is  the  belief  of  the  great  majority  of 
christians.  It  is  believed  by  the  Church  of  Rome,  and 
all  the  western  churches  in  communion  with  her.  It  is 
believed  by  all  the  Lutheran  churches,  though  they  are 
separated  from  her.  It  is  believed  by  all  the  oriental 
churches,  whether  they  admit,  or  reject  her  commu- 
nion. Now  it  cannot  be  from  any  partiality  to  the 
Roman  church,  that  the  Lutherans  profess  this  doc- 
trine. They  are  the  first  born  of  the  reformation,  the 
lineal  descendants  of  the  great  patriarch,  Luther. 
Neither  can  we  suppose,  that  it  has  been  adopted  by 
the  eastern  churches  since  their  separation  from  those 
of  the  west.  The  jealousy  with  which  religious  sects 
view  each  other,  excludes  such  an  idea.  This  doctrine 
then  must  have  been  universally  adopted  before  the 
disunion  of  the  western  and  eastern  churches :  and,  as 
this  disunion  can,  in  some  instances,  be  traced  back  to 
the  fifth  century,  it  will  follow,  that  the  literal  meaning 
has  the  testimony  of  almost  fourteen  ages  in  its  favour. 
Certainly  an  opinion  of  such  antiquity,  and  such  almost 
universal  diffusion  in  the  christian  church,  is  deserving 
of  respect,  and  should  not  be  abandoned,  but  on  the 
strongest  grounds.  We  will  therefore  examine  the 
grounds  on  which  the  Bishop  of  Durham  builds  his 
opposition  to  it. 

**  Our  Saviour  said,"  (they  are  the  words  of  the  right 
reverend  Prelate)  "  This  is  my  body  which  is  broken 
**  for  you.  But  at  the  institution  of  the  sacrament  his 
'*  body  was  not  broken ;  and  therefore  the  literal  mean- 


218 

"  ing  could  not  have  been  the  true  meanfaig."*  This  ib 
the  first  of  the  "  conclusive  arguments/'  which  tiic 
Bishop's  pastoral  solicitude  has  transmitted  from  Ae 
metropolis  to  the  clergy  of  his  diocese,  for  their  instruc- 
tion and  edification.    That  they  have  received  it  wifli 
gratitude  and  admiration,  I  have  no  doubt.     It  is  thar 
duty  to  do  so.    But  the  pro&ne  eye  of  the  Catholic 
will  not  be  so  easily  satisfied.    It  will  scrutinize  the 
structure  of  this  episcopal  syllogism,  and  will  soon 
discover  its  defects.    Will  the  Bishop  of  Durham  in- 
form us,  what  other  body  besides  his  real  body,  Chriirt 
sufiered  to  be  broken  for  us?    Was  it  not  by  the 
breaking  of  his  real  body,  that  our  redemption  was 
eflected  ?    If  then  he  gave  the  body  that  was  broken 
for  us,  he  gave  his  real,  and  not  a  figurative  body.  It 
is  plain  that  the  Greek  participle,  though  in  the  present 
time,  has  a  future  signification  ;  so  very  plain,  that  the 
Prelate  himself,  within  the  short  space  of  six  pages, 
forgetting  his  former  objection,  gives  it  that  significa- 
tion. *'  The  bread,'*  says  he,  "  which  Christ  brake,  was 
"  an  emblem  of  his  body  to  be  brakenJ^'\ 

If  my  right  reverend  adversary  be  dissatisfied  witii 
this  solution  of  his  difficulty,  he  will  allow  me  to  pro- 
pose to  him  an  argument  of  similar  form,  and  equally 
conclusive.  When  the  angel  announced  to  the  Virgin 
the  future  birth  of  the  Messiah,  he  said,  *'  the  holy 
*'  thing,  which  is  born  of  thee  shall  be  called  the  Son 
"  of  God.":j;  But  at  that  time  the  Messiah  was  not 
born  :  therefore  the  literal  meaning  could  not  be  the 
true  meaning,  and  the  angel  spoke  not  of  a  real,  but  a 
figurative  Messiah.  If  the  Bishop  venture  to  answer 
this  argument,  I  have  no  doubt  that  he  will,  at  the 
same  time,  answer  his  own  objection  against  the  Ca- 
tholic doctrine.  I  shall  therefore  beg  permission  on 
this  head  to  refer  him  to  himself. 


*  Grounds,  p.  1.  t  Ibid,  &c.  p.  8. 

X  In  the  original,  the  participles  in  both  passages  are  in  the  present 
ti»ne  TO  ymuijuaoi^  Luke  i.  35.  and  KXufji^oi,  1  Cor.  ii.  24.  To  the  for- 
mer the  English  translators  gave  very  properly  a  future  significatioD; 
to  the  latter  they  gave  very  prudently  a  present  signification.  The  fu- 
ture savoured  too  much  of  the  errors  of  popery. 
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The  right  reverend  Prelate  proceeds  to  inform  uil, 
that  by  the  ceremonial  law,  which  was  not  yet  abro- 
gated, the  Jews  were  forbidden  to  eat  blood;  and 
thence  infers,  that  it  is  very  improbable  Christ  should 
^ve  his  own  blood  to  christians  in  the  eucharist.*  If 
-there  be  any  person,  to  whom  this  argument  appears 
*'  conclusive,'  I  do  not  envy  him  his  powers  of  discern- 
Hient :  for  my  own  part  I  should  conceive  I  offered  an 
XMult  to  the  judgment  of  my  readers,  were  I  seriously 
to  attempt  its  refutation.  Tantum  vakat,  quantum  valere 

pfftesU 

•But,  says  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  *^  Christ  was  ac- 
**  customed  to  speak  of  himself  in  figurative  language."t 
He  was  so  :  and  the  great  difference  between  his  lan- 
guage on  those  occasions,  and  his  language  at  the  in- 
stitution of  the  sacrament,  forms  in  my  mind,  a  strong 
argument  that  the  latter  was  meant  to  be  understood 
literally  and  not  figuratively.  I  know  that  our  adver- 
saries are  accustomed  to  appeal  with  confidence  to  the 
expressions,  ''  I  am  the  vine,  I  am  the  door,  &c/'  but 
I  have  still  to  learn  on  what  that  confidence  is  founded. 
In  these  propositions  the  predicate  is  indefinite :  it  is 
not  demonstratively  fixed  to  any  one  particular  object, 
as  in  the  words,  this  is  my  body.  We  do  not  read  that 
Christ  ever  laid  his  hand  on  a  vme,  and  said,  I  am  this 
vine,  or  took  hold  of  a  door^  and  said,  I  am  this  door,  in 
the  same  manner  as  he  took  the  bread  into  his  hands, 
and  said,  this  is  my  body.  Let  the  unprejudiced 
reader  turn  to  the  passages  in  question,  and  he  will 
immediately  see  that  they  are  allegorical. — '*  He  that 
'^  entereth  not  by  the  door  into  the  sheepfold,  is  a  thief 
**  and  a  robber.  But  he  that  entereth  in  by  the  door, 
**  is  the  shepherd  of  the  sheep — /  am  the  door :  by  me, 
*'  if  any  man  enter  in,  he  shall  be  saved."  ''lam  the 
*^  vine,  and  my  father  is  the  husbandman.  As  the 
'*  branch  cannot  bear  fruit  of  itself,  except  it  abide  in 
**  the  vine :  no  more  can  ye,  except  ye  abide  in  me.  / 
'*  am  the  vine,  ye  are  the  branches.'*  From  the  whole 
context  it  is  evident  that  this  is  figurative  language : 

*  Grounds,  S^c.  p.  2.  t  ll>i^* 
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but  in  the  institution  of  the  sacrament,  there  is  not  the 
remotest  intimation  that  the  words,  *•  this  is  my  body," 
are  figurative  language.    In  the  former  the  predicate 
is  general,  and  indefinite,  and  consequently  metapho- 
rical :  in  the  latter  both  subject  and  predicate  are  defi- 
nite and  particular.  The  diflFerence,  therefore,  between 
these  passages,  is  so  strikingly  marked,  that  I  think 
myself  fully  justified  in  drawing  from  that  difiTerence 
the  conclusion,  that  the  expression, "  this  is  my  body," 
was  meant  to  be  understood  literally. 

The  right  reverend  Prelate  has,  however,  two  other 
passages  to  produce,  which  he  considers  as  exactly 
similar  to  the  words,  '*  this  is  my  body/'  and  whica 
must,  nevertheless,  be  understood  in  a  figurative  sense. 
The  first  is  taken  from  St.  Paul,  "  And  that  rock  was 
"  Christ"  "  not,"  he  adds,  "  literally  Christ,  but  figu- 
"  ratively  an  emblem  of  Christ."*  But  I  cannot  assent 
to  this  exposition.  The  apostle  most  certainly  meant 
to  say  that  the  rock  was  literally  Christ,  and  not  figura- 
tively an  emblem  of  Christ.  Had  he  spoken  of  a  material 
rock,  there  might  have  been  some  ground  for  this  new 
interpretation  :  but  he  spoke  of  a  spiritual  rock,  which 
fi)llowed  the  Israelites  in  the  desert,  and  immediatelj, 
to  prevent  any  mistake,  added,  that  by  the  spiritujd 
rock,  he  meant  Christ  himself.  These  are  his  words: 
*'  Our  fathers  did  all  eat  the  same  spiritual  meat,  and 
*'  did  all  drink  the  same  spiritual  drink :  for  they  drank 
'*  of  that  spiritual  rock  that  followed  them,  and  that 
"  rock  was  Christ.'* 

The  other  parallel  expression  adduced  by  the  Bishop, 
is  that  of  our  Lord,  recorded  by  St.  Luke.  "  This  cup 
"  is  the  new  testament  in  my  blood."  I  am  free  to 
acknowledge  that  I  do  not  perfectly  understand  his 
reasoning  on  it ;  but  unless  he  prove,  what  I  am  sure 
he  cannot  prove,  that  its  meaning  is,  this  cup  is  the 
figure  of  the  new  testament  in  my  blood,  I  do  not  see 
what  assistance  he  can  derive  from  it.  It  evidently  has 
the  same  meaning  as  the  words  in  St.  Matthew  and 
St.  Luke  :  "  this  is  my  blood  of  the  new  testament." 

*  Grounds,  p.  9. 
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But  it  is  principally  on  **  the  memorable  discourse, 
*'  which  Christ  addressed  to  the  Jews  at  Capernaum," 
lliat  the  Bishop  of  Durham  rests  his  cause.  ''  He  could 
^^  almost  persuade  himself  that  an  attentive  and  impar- 
"  tial  comparison  of  it,  with  the  institution  of  the  sacra- 
'"'  ment,  would  induce  the  Remarker  and  his  friends  to 
"  change  their  sentiments."*  I  fear,  however,  that  the 
zeal  of  the  Prelate  sometimes  indulges  in  fallacious 
expectations.  So  far  am  I  from  being  induced  to 
change  my  sentiments  by  this  discourse,  that  I  con- 
ceive it  (and  in  this  I  believe  every  Catholic  thinks 
with  me)  to  afford  the  clearest  demonstration  of  the 
truth  of  our  doctrine.  To  it  we  constantly  appeal,  and 
1  hope  soon  to  convince  the  reader  that  it  is  not  without 
reason  that  we  do  appeal  to  it.  I  will  first  transcribe 
the  principal  passages  in  that  discourse,  and  then  in- 
quire which  of  the  two,  the  Catholic  or  the  Protestant 
belief  is  the  more  consonant  to  them. 

"  I  am  the  bread  of  life — the  living  bread,  which 
'*  came  down  from  heaven.  If  any  man  eat  of  this 
"  bread,  he  shall  live  for  ever,  and  the  bread  that  I 
**  will  give  is  iny  flesh,  which  I  will  give  for  the  life  of 
**  the  world.  Except  ye  eat  the  flesh  of  the  Son  of 
*'  man,  and  drink  his  blood,  ye  have  no  life  in  you. 
^*  For  my  flesh  is  meat  indeed,  and  my  blood  is  drink 
"  indeed." 

Now  I  must  be  allowed  to  maintain  that,  in  the 
Catholic  system,  this  language  is  plain  and  intelli- 
gible, while  in  the  Protestant  it  is  involved  in  so 
much  obscurity,  that  no  ingenuity  can  impart  to  it 
a  rational  meaning.  If,  as  Catholics  teach,  the 
words,  "  this  is  my  body ;  this  is  my  blood,'*  are  to 
be  understood  literally  and  not  figuratively,  if  in  the 
eucharist,  the  bread  and  wine  become  the  real  body 
and  blood  of  Christ,  then  it  is  indeed  true  that  we  eat 
*'  the  living  bread  which  came  down  from  heaven, 
*'  even  the  flesh  which  Christ  gave  for  the  life  of  the 
**  world:"  then  indeed,  "we  eat  his  flesh  and  drink 
''  his  blood : "  then  with  reason  may  it  be  said  that 
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''  his  flesh  is  meat  indeed,  and  his  blood  is  drink 
''  indeed."*  But  if,  as  the  Church  of  England  teaches, 
the  words  of  the  institution  of  the  sacrament  are  not  to 
be  understood  literally,  if  in  the  eucharist,  the  bread 
and  wine  are  mere  emblems  of  Christ's  body  and  blood, 
then  it  cannot  be  true,  that  we  eat  the  flesh  which 
Christ  gave  for  the  life  of  the  world ;  then  we  eat  only 
the  figure  of  his  flesh,  and  drink  only  the  figure  of  his 
blood:  then  his  flesh  is  not  meat  indeed,  nor  his 
blood  drink  indeed ;  but  meat  is  the  emblem  of  bis 
flesh,  and  drink  is  the  emblem  of  his  blood.  And 
here  I  cannot  but  admire  the  presumptuous  teme- 
rity of  these  men,  who  first  maintain  that  the  scrip- 
tures alone  can  be  the  ground  of  our  faith,  and  that  we 
are  bound  to  believe  whatever  is  clearly  delivered  in 
the  scriptures ;  and  then  come  forward  and  unblush- 
ingly  propound  as  matters  of  faith,  doctrines  which  not 
only  are  not  consonant,  but  are  even  contradictory  to 
the  express  declarations  of  the  scriptures.  Christ  says, 
"  this  is  my  body,"  they  say,  it  is  not  his  body:  Christ 
says,  "  my  flesh  is  meat  indeed,  my  blood  is  diink  in- 
"  deed,"  they  say,  his  flesh  is  not  meat  indeed,  nor  his 
blood  drink  indeed ;  and  because  we  refuse  to  believe 
them  in  preference  to  him,  we  are  called  unscriptural, 
we  are  ridiculed  as  idiots,  we  are  condemned  to  the 
torments  of  hell  as  idolators.*  Nor  is  this  all.  Our 
scriptural  adversaries  can  make  us  feel  in  our  rights, 
as  well  as  in  our  reputations :  and  because  we  will  not 
swear  that  when  Christ  said,  this  is  my  body,  he 
meant  it  was  not  his  body,  and  will  not  subscribe  to 
the  truth  of  an  opinion,  which  even  the  infallible  Luther 
declares  to  have  been  first  taught  by  the  father  of  lies, 
we  are  denied  the  proudest  distinctions,  the  best  pri- 
vileges of  Englishmen. 

Nothing,  however,  more  forcibly  demonstrates  the 
truth  of  the  Catholic  doctrine  on  this  subject,^ than  the 
difficulty  which  figurative  expositors  experie^nce  i^ 
their  endeavours  to  give  any  thing  like  a  ratiolSiisLr {in- 
terpretation of  the  passages,  **  My  flesh  is  nit'.at  m- 
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'^jdeed,  and  my  blood  is  drink  indeed.  Except  ye  eat 
''  the  flesh  of  the  Son  of  man,  and  drink  his  blood, 
•*  ye  have  no  life  in  you,  &c/'  Of  this  I  wish  for  no 
b^tear  proof  than  what  is  furnished  by  the  learned 
Prelate  himself.  Within  the  short  space  of  two  pages, 
he  has  made  five  attempts  to  explain  them,  but  he  has 
found  this  land  of  figures  a  land  of  mist  and  darkness : 
at  each  step  he  has  plunged  deeper  and  deeper  into 
the  mire  of  uncertainty  and  inconsistency.  Several 
of  his  explanations  are  what  a  logician  would  term, 
obscwrum  per  obscurius.     Let  the  reader  j  udge. 

Ist  £xplantion. — '*  To  eat  Christ,"  (under  this  ex- 
preiudon,  the  Bishop  comprises  the  meaning  of  all  the 
passages  transcribed  before)  *'  is  to  incorporate  Mrith. 
'*r  the  mind  the  spiritual  food  of  faith  and  righteous- 
*' ness."*  To  i/jcorporflte  with  the  mind  the  spiritual 
feed  of  fieiith  and  righteousness !  I  trust  it  will  not  be 
thought  disrespectful,  if  I  decline  making  any  com- 
ment on  this  explanation.  To  an  orthodox  intellect  it 
may  probably  be  sufficiently  perspicuous :  to  mine  it 
is  an  unknown  tongue.  ''It  is  a  hard  saying,  and 
*^  who  can  hear  it  ?" 

2d  Explanation. — '^  To  eat  Christ  is  to  imbibe  his 
doctrines,  to  digest  his  precepts,  and  to  live  by  his 
example."  X  This  explanation  is  meant,  I  presume, 
to  detail  the  whole  process  of  mental  incorporation 
mentioned  in  the  last,  which  we  are  now  told  consists 
in  drinking  one  thing,  digesting  another,  and  living  by 
a  third ;  in  drinking  doctrines,  digesting  precepts,  and 
Uving  by  example. 

3rd  Explanation. — "  We  eat  Christ  by  having  him 
''in  our  minds,  and  meditating  on  his  life  and  suffer- 
'*  ingg.":j;.  This  explanation  possesses  a  merit,  to 
which  the  two  preceding  explanations  can  make  no 
claim :  it  can  be  understood.  To  me,  however,  it  ap- 
pears equally  remote  from  the  true  meaning  of  our 
Slaviour.  To  say  of  a  man  who  reads  a  book  with 
avidity,  that  he  eats  the  book,  is  no  violation  of  the 
propnety  of  language :  and  thus  Ezechiel  is  recorded 
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to  have  eaten  the  roll  of.  prophecy.  But  to  say  of  one 
who  thinks  on  the  sufferings  of  another,  that  he  eats 
his  flesh  and  drinks  his  blood,  is  a  harsh,  unnatural 
expression,  which  the  utmost  extravagance  of  oriental 
metaphor  can  never  justify.  Though  the  right  reverend 
Prelate  has  referred  me  to  Homer,  as  the  best  inter- 

Ereter  of  the  gospel,  it  is  in  vain  that  I  have  sought  in 
[omer  for  a  similar  expression.  His  heroes  may,  in- 
deed, gnaw  their  hearts,  through  grief  and  indigna-^ 
tion ;  but  I  do  not  find  that  Achilles  ever  ate  the  flesh 
and  drank  the  blood  of  Patrocles,  or  Priam  of  Hectcnr, 
though  the  former  thought  frequently  on  the  death  of 
his  friend,  and  the  latter  as  frequently  on  the  fall  of  . 
his  son. 

4th  Explanation. — **  To  eat  Christ  is  to  believe  in 
•'  him ;  and  to  eat  his  flesh  is  to  keep  up  the  remem-^ 
"  brance  of  him,  especially  of  his  death.''*     Here  the 
right  reverend  Prelate  appears  to  extend  the  limits  of*^ 
tliat  indulgence  which  he  granted  in  the  preceding  ex-   • 
planation.     **  To  eat  Christ  is  to  believe  in  him."    It-= 
will  not,  I  trust,  be  contended  that  to  believe  in  Christ,   . 
and  to  meditate  on  his  life  and  sufferings,  are  synony — 
mous  expressions.     Thousands  believe  in  him,  who— 
never  meditate  on  his  life  and  sufferings.    These,  how — 
ever,  we  now  learn,  also  eat  him.     Of  course  it  must=: 

be  conceded,  that  the  preceding  was  but  a  partial  and 

very  inadequate  explanation.  A  distinction,  however^ 
is  drawn  between  eating  Christ  and  eating  his  flesh  z 
for  the  latter  it  is  not  only  requisite  to  believe  in  him  y 
we  must  moreover  keep  up  the  remembrance  of  him^ 
especially  of  his  death.  What  foundation  there  may 
be  for  this  distinction,  I  know  not. 

5th  Explanation. — ''  To  eat  the  body  of  Christ,  there- 
*'  fore,  and  to  drink  his  blood  at  the  sacrament,  are 
*'  figurative  terms  to  denote  an  act  of  faith,  by  which 
'*  we  profess  our  faith  in  Christ,  and  commemorate  his 
"  death,  by  eating  the  representative  and  vicarious 
*'  elements  of  bread  and  wine."t  Thus  at  length  are 
we  arrived   at  the  important  conclusion,  which  the 
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right  reverend  Prelate  has  been  so  long  in  search  of. 
To  eat  the  body  and  drink  the  blood  of  Christ,  is  to 
eat,  not  his  body,  but  bread,  as  a  representation  and 
substitute  for  his  body,  and  to  drink,  not  his  blood, 
hut  wine,  as  a  representation  and  substitute  for  his 
Wood.     Now,  I  appeal  to  every  dispassionate  reader, 
whether  the  Jews  at  Capernaum  were  so  much  to 
blame  for  not  understanding  in  this  manner  the  words 
of  our  Saviour,     Here  we  have  seen  a  prelate  of  dis- 
t/oguished  abilities  and  erudition  toiling  and  writhing 
under  the  difficulty  of  the  investigation ;  adopting  four 
different  explanations  before  he  had  the  good  fortune 
to    light  upon  the  true  one;  and  afterwards  so  con- 
vinced of  the  obscurity  of  his  labours,  that  he  deter- 
niines  to  write  seven  more  pages  in  order  to  explain 
tha.t  explanation.     How  then  can  we  expect  that  the 
Je^ws  should  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion? 
They  were  a  poor  unlettered  crowd ;  they  possessed 
^o%  the  advantage  of  reading  the  scriptures  in  their 
^^ative  tongue :  they  could  not  acquire  that  theological 
^cumen  and  biblical  discernment,  which  the  Bishop 
^jiiorms  us  is  only  to  be  found  in  Protestant  universi- 
ties**   Though  he  blame  them,  I  really  think  they 
^^re  more  deserving  of  pity  than  of  censure ;  and  I 
conceive  the  majority  of  my  readers,  instead  of  con- 
demning  them,  will  wonder  why  our  Saviour  did  not 
<^ndescend  to  their  ignorance,  and  tejl  them,  that 
^fter  all,  he  was  speaking  figuratively,  and  only  wished 
*^i9  disciples  to  visit  a  Protestant  church,  and  there 
^at  a  bit  of  bread,  and  drink  a  cup  of  wine.     This 
'^ould  at  once  have  done  away  every  difficulty. 

But  is  it  then  so  very  evident  that  the  Jews  did  mis- 
take the  meaning  of  our  Saviour  on  this  occasion? 
That  they  understood  him  to  speak  of  a  real  eating  of 
his  flesh,  and  of  a  real  drinking  of  his  blood,  I  ac- 
knowledge :  and  that  the  Bishop  of  Durham  under- 
stands him  to  speak  of  a  figurative  eating,  and  a  figu- 
rative drinking,  I  cannot  deny.     Their  opinions  are 
evidently  contradictory ;  but  I  have  been  so  much  in 
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the  habit  of  disputing  the  statements  of  the  right  reve- 
rend Prelate,  that  he  will  not,  I  trust,  be  disappointed, 
if  I  hesitate  to  prefer  his  authority  before  theirs.     I 
have  therefore  considered  the  subject  with  no  small 
degree  of  attention :  and  the  more  I  have  considered 
it,  the  more  reason  1  have  seen  to  believe,  that  the 
Jews  were  in  the  right.     I  do  not  mean  to  say,  that 
they  may  not  have  formed  erroneous  conclusions  in 
their  own  minds,  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  man- 
diication  of  our  Saviour's  body  was  to  be  effected; 
but  in  as  much  as  they  understand  him  to  speak  of  a 
real  eating  and  a  real  drinking,  so  far  1  contend  that 
they  understood  his  real  meaning. 

From  the  narrative  of  the  evangelist,  we  learn  that 
the  audience  of  our  blessed  Lord,  on  this  occasion, 
was  divided  into  two  parties,  of  those  who  believed,  and 
those  who  disbelieved,  his  mission.  Now  had  these 
differed,  respecting  the  meaning  of  his  discourse,  there 
would  have  been,  I  confess,  some  ground  for  the  Bi- 
shop's opinion.  ^  But  they  were  unanimous  on  this 
subject :  both  understood  him  to  speak  of  a  real  eat- 
ing of  his  body,  and  a  real  drinking  of  his  blood.  If 
the  latter  asked,  '*  how  can  this  man  give  us  his  flesh 
"  to  eat  ?"  the  former  exclaimed,  "  this  is  a  hard  say- 
"  ii^g,  and  who  can  hear  it?"  Many  of  them  even 
abandoned  him,  and  went  over  to  his  enemies.  Hence 
we  must  adopt  one  of  these  two  conclusions :  either 
that  our  Lord  did  not  speak  of  a  figurative  eating,  or 
that  he  addressed  his  audience  in  a  language,  which 
neither  his  enemies  nor  his  friends  could  understand. 
Now  the  latter  of  these  suppositions  appears  on  the 
very  face  of  it  utterly  improbable.  He  did,  indeed, 
sometimes  employ  enigmatical  language ;  but  then  it 
was  on  very  different  occasions.  Here  he  was  deliver- 
ing instruction  to  those  who  sought  it :  he  was  ex- 
plaining to  them  the  most  sacred  and  solemn  ordi- 
nance in  the  religion  which  he  bad  undertaken  to 
establish :  and  consequently  he  would  employ  such 
language  as  was  most  proper  to  convey  his  meaning, 
and  would  explain  such  passages  as  he  had  perceived 
to  be  misunderstood.     Let  us  suppose  that  the  Bishop 
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>f  Durham  had  been  present,  and  had  heard  the  Jews 
ask,  "  how  can  this  man  give  us  his  flesh  to  eat?" 
Would  he  not  immediately  have  exclaimed,  "  you  are 
"  under  a  mistake.  He  speaks  not  of  a  real  butof  afigu- 
"  rative  eating.  Nothing  can  be  more  easy.  To  eat 
"  Christ,  is  to  believe  in  him,  to  have  him  in  your  mind, 
'*  and  to  meditate  on  him  ? "  But  did  our  Saviour  answer 
in  this  manner  ?  Did  he  tell  them,  that  they  misunder- 
stood him,  and  that  he  was  speaking  in  a  figurative 
sense  ?  No.  He  endeavoured  to  confirm  them  in  their 
opinion.  He  repeated  his  former  assertion :  he  incul- 
cated it  in  the  stongest  terms  that  language  could  fur*^ 
nish  :  he  declared  that  their  salvation  depended  on  their 
adhesion  to  it;  and,  to  impress  it  the  deeper  in  their 
minds,  he  confirmed  it  with  the  sanction  of  an  oath. 
"  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  you,  except  ye  eat  the  flesh 
"  of  the  Son  of  man,  and  drink  his  blood,  ye  have  no 
'^  life  in  you— for  my  flesh  is  meat  indeed,  and  my 
^'  blood  is  drink  indeed.  He  that  eateth  my  flesh,  and 
"  drinketh  my  blood,  dwelleth  in  rate ;  and  I  in  him. 
*'  As  the  living  Father  has  sent  me,  and  I  live  by  the 
f *  Father,  so  he  that  eateth  me,  even  he  shall  live  by 
"  ine."  I  appeal  to  every  impartial  reader,  whether 
the  manifest  import  of  these  words  be  not  to  con- 
fij^n  the  Jews  in  the  opinion  of  a  re^ll  manducation, 
which  they  had  previously  conceived.  Truly,  if  this 
Wf^e  a  mistake,  the  Bishop  of  Durham  must,  I  think, 
confess,  that  Christ,  the  God  of  all  truth,  exerted 
all  his  power  to  lead  his  unsuspecting  hearers  into 
error. 

The  disciples  of  our  Saviour  appear  to  have  listened 
to  this  discourse  with  extraordinary  interest.  Like 
his  adversaries,  they  had  understood  him  in  the  literal 
and  not  in  a  figurative  sense :  and  like  them  they  had 
been  perplexed  at  the  apparent  impossibility  of  such  a 
doctrine.  When  therefore  the  objection  was  proposed, 
"  how  can  this  man  give  us  his  flesh  to  eat  ?"  They 
seem  to  have  flattered  themselves  with  the  hope,  that 
it  would  be  explained  in  a  sense  less  repugnant  to  their 
notions  and  feelings.  They  were  disappointed ;  land 
expressed  their  disappointment  by  exclaiming,  ''  this 
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"is  a  hard  saying,  and  who  can  hear  it  ?^  mm  I 
new  opportunity  was  offered  to  our  Sa^iirof  tkul^ 
ceiving  them,  if  his  former  words  had  been  ttMBnodef^ 
stood.  Yet  what  did  he  do  ?  He  permitted  OMilo 
depart,  and  attributed  their  apostacy  not  feo  itm^Ukt^ 
but  to  incredulity:  ''there  are  some  of  you*  thallfe* 
**  lieve  not/'  This  observation  alone  appfeara*  ter  ni 
to  set  the  question  at  rest.  That  doctrine  whieh  tilif 
disbelieved  was  evidently  the  doctrine  of  really 'etAi|( 
the  body,  and  really  dnnking  the  blood,  of-  OlAlIti 
now  Christ  certainly  would  not  reproach  thett^Wtt: 
the  disbelief  of  any  other  doctrine  than  that  wMArkl 
had  taught ;  therefore  we  may  safely  infer  llutt  ttk 
doctrine  of  Christ,  respecting  the  eatiilg  of  hiA>  1M% 
and  the  drinking  of  his  blood,  was  to  be  understesMt 
the  literal  and  not  in  a  figurative  senses  -  .  '^^' ' 

'    After  the  departure  of  the  disciples,  our  Lord  tiuMfl 
to  the  twelve  apostles,  and  asked  them,  whether  AMr 
also  meant  to  leave  him.   Now  what  was  their  anMrtn 
Did  they  say,  that  they  had  not  fallen  into  the  None  eMif 
with  the  others,  but  understood  him  to  have  spokMNlHi 
figurative  eating,  and  a  figurative  drinking?  On^MMMt* 
trary  they  appear  to  acknowledge  that  they  had  ezperi^ 
encedthe  same  difficulties,  but  had  captivated  their  judg* 
ment  unto  the  obedience  of  faith.   Tney  believe  afi  ^ 
he  has  said,  because  they  knew  him  tQ  be  the  MessMk 
^*  Lord,  to  whom  shall  we  go?    Thou  hast  the  worfs 
"  of  eternal  life.    And  we  believe  and  have  ^nown  fM^ 
^'  thou  art  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  God.** 
Thus  the  conduct  of  our  Lord,  the  incredulity  of  die 
Jews,  the  apostacy  of  the  disciples,  and  the  faith  of 
the  apostles,  all  concur  to  prove  that  our  Savioiir 
spoke,  on  this  occasion,  of  a  real  and  not  a  figwi^ 
eating  of  his  flesh,  and  of  a  real  and  not  a  figMH^ 
drinking  of  his  blood.  •  -i^ 

But  the  Bishop  of  Durham  has  discovered  a  pass^jb, 
which  he  persuades  hin^self  is  a  sufficient  explanation 
of  the  meaning  of  our  Saviour.  After  the  discMki 
had  expressed  their  surprise  at  his  doctrine,  he  replug, 
"  Does  this  offend  you?  What  and  if  ye  shall  sec 
'^  the  Son  of  man  a$cend  up  Where  he  was  before !   It 
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^18  the  spirit  that  quickeneth,  the  flesh  profiteth  no- 
*•  thing :  the  words  that  I  speak  unto  you  are  spirit 
*'  and  life."  This  passage,  "  It  is  the  spirit  that  quick- 
*-*  eneth,  the  flesh  profiteth  nothing,"  was,  we  are  told, 
expressly  meant  to  correct  the  misapplication  of  Christ's 
former  words.*  Now,  here  also  I  must  beg  leave  to 
dissent  from  the  right  reverend  Prelate.  To  me  the 
fttct  itself  appears  to  demonstrate  that  this  passage  was 
Hot  meant  for  any  such  purpose.  Had  Christ  intended 
by  it  to  remove  the  impression,  which  his  former  dis- 
course had  made  on  the  minds  of  his  disciples,  it 
would  infallibly  have  removed  that  impression.  Had 
he  designed  by  it  to  teach  that  he  had  spoken  of  a 
figurative  eating  and  drinking,  they  would  have  un- 
derstood him  in  that  sense  :  and  if  they  had  so  under- 
stood him,  they  would  not  have  abandoned  him.  The 
very  fact  of  their  having  abandoned  him  after  these 
words,  shews  that  they  did  not  consider  them  in  the 
same  light  as  the  Bishop  of  Durham :  for  there  cer- 
tainly could  be  nothing  in  the  figurative  doctrine  so 
■hocking  to  the  feelings  or  prejudices  of  the  disciples, 
IKS  to  induce  them  to  disbelieve  a  man,  whom  they  had 
.  tjeen  working  the  most  stupendous  miracles,  and  whom, 
on  the  faith  of  those  miracles,  they  had  followed  as 
tlie  promised  Messiah.  If  then  it  be  asked,  what 
sense  I  aflix  to  the  passage  in  question,  I  would  con- 
iider  it  as  an  illustration,  and  would  paraphrase  it  in 
this  manner.  ''As  it  is  the  spirit  that  quickeneth, 
'^  and  the  body  without  the  spirit  is  but  a  lifeless 
*f  corpse,  so  the  words  which  I  have  spoken  to  you 
f  are  the  spirit  and  life  of  the  soul.  Unless  you  be- 
**  lieve  them  you  are  dead.  And  there  are  some 
*•  among  you,  who  believe  not."  This  explanation 
a]ipears  to  me  the  most  natural  comment  on  the  words 
of  our  Saviour,  and  the  most  consonant  to  the  narra- 
tive of  the  evangelist. 

These  observations  will,  I  trust,  convince  most  of 
my  readers,  that  the  Catholic  doctrine  respecting  the 
eucharist  has  some  pretensions  to  the  title  of  scrip* 

♦  Gronuds,  p.  4. 
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tural  doctrine.    Indeed  I  do  not  know  thit  any  article 
of  the  christian  faith  is  expressed  in  the  sacred  vo^ 
lumes  in  clearer  and  less  exceptionable  terms.     I  shall 
not,  therefore,  fatigue  the  reader  by  noticing  and  re- 
futing the  other  objections  of  the  right  reverend  Pre- 
late.    None  of  them  can  lay  claim  to  the  merit  of  no- 
relty.     They  are  as  old  as  the  reformation:  one  erf 
them  is  of  still  greater  antiquity :  it  is  as  old  as  Chris- 
tianity.    It  was  the  very  objection  of  the  Jews  ut  Ca- 
pernaum.    When  our  Saviour  promised  us  his  flesh  to 
eat,  and  his  blood  to  drink,  they  thought  it  impossil^, 
and  exclaimed,  ''  how  can  this  man  give  us  his  flesh 
to  eat  ?"    In  like  manner,  when  we  say  that  in  the  eu- 
charist  Christ  gives  us  his  flesh  there  really  present  to 
eat,  and  his  blood  there  really  present  to  drink,  the 
Bishop  of  Durham  declares  it  to  be  impossible,  and 
calls  out,  how  can  Christ's  body  be  both  in  heaveo 
and  on  earth :  how  can  it  be  eaten  by  many  different 
persons  at  the  same  time  ?    When  he  is  perfectly  ac- 
quainted with  the  limits  of  God's  omnipotence ;  when 
he  can  clearly  explain  the  relations  which  spirits  bear 
to  time  and  place  :  when  he  can  shew  us  what  that  is 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  primary  and  secondary 
qualities  in  matter,  then  we  shall  listen  with  deference 
to  his  decisions  on  these  quest'^ons  :  till  then  he  may, 
if  he  think  it  more  prudent,  imitate  the  incredulity  of 
the  Jews  and  disciples  at  Capernaum ;  but  he  must 
permit  us  to  follow  the  docility  of  the  apostles :  like 
them  to  subject  our  understanding  to  the  words  of 
Christ,  and  with  Peter  to  say,  *'  Lord,  thou  hast  the 
"  words  of  eternal  life :  we  believe  and  have  known 
**  that  thou  art  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  God." 
But  to  have  shewn  that  we  had  misunderstood  the 
words  of  Christ,  in  the  institution  of  the  sacrament, 
was  not  enough  to  satisfy  the  orthodoxy  of  the  Bishop 
of  Durham.     He  proceeds  to  accuse  us  of  idolatry; 
and,  as  if  we  were  already  condemned,  pronounces  us 
aliens  from  the  kingdom  of  heaven.     His  zeal,  how- 
ever, is  not  without  a  precedent  to  justify  it.     We 
have  before  heard  of  men,  **  who  could  strain  at  a 
"  gnat,  while  they  swallowed  a  camel :"  and  the  right 
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reverend  Prelate  may  in  like  m^ner  be  allowed  to 
neglect  the  fashionable  vices  of  the  age,  that  he  may 
the  more  efficaciously  call  down  the  vengeance  of 
heaveo  on  the  imaginary  idolatry  of  the  Catholics. 
Than  this,  he  appears  to  think,  no  offence  can  be  comr 
mitted  less  problematical  in  its  nature,  or  more  per- 
picious  in  its  consequences.  At  the  commencement 
of  the  present  session  of  parliament,  he  saw  the  table 
of  the.  House  of  Lords  covered  with  bills  of  divorce, 
and  he  was  silent :  from  a  late  investigation  he  became 
picquainted  with  those  mysteries  of  iniquity  which 
have  roused  the  indignation  of  the  country;  and  he 
ptill  was  silent :  he  daily  sees  instances  of  that  moral 
aiijd  political  corruption,  which  characterize  the  prpr 
yiept  times ;  and  yet  he  still  observes  the  most  obsti- 
pate  silence.  Against  the  seducer,  the  adulterer,  the 
pepulator  of  the  public  money,  he  has  no  charges  to 
preach,  no  pamphlets  to  publish,  no  memorials  to  pre- 
sent to  his  majesty;  all  his  curses  are  reserved  for  his 
Catholic  brethren.  Them  he  pronounces  guilty  of  sa- 
crilege, blasphemy,  and  idolatry :  them  ^e  represents 
as  worthy  of  hatred  here,  and  of  endless  torments 
hereafter.*  And  for  what  purpose  is  all  this?  To 
jrekindle  the  flame  of  religious  animosity?  To  add  to 
the  discontent  of  five  millions  of  his  majesty's  sub- 
jects, who  claim,  and  have  hitherto  claimed  in  vaii^, 
•the  common  rights  aud  privileges  of  their  countrymen? 
Let  him  look  at  the  condition  of  Europe.  The  conti- 
nent is  at  the  feet  of  Buonaparte :  and  woe  to  this 
empire  of  its  inhabitants  ever  become  a  disunited 
people.  "  Every  kingdom  divided  against  itself  i^ 
'*  brought  to  desolation;  and  every  city  divided  against 
**  itself  shall  not  stand." 

But  let  us  inquire  in  what  manner  the  Bishop  proves 
the  justice  of  this  charge.  It  is  in  a  very  summary 
way.  "  If,"  says  he,  "  the  papist  worship  the  host 
"  as  the  image  of  God,  or  take  that  for  a  transubstaa- 
**  tiated  God,  which  (fo.r  reasons  before  given)  is  no 
**  God ;  in  either  case  it  ^  a  violation  of  the  second 

♦  Grounds,  p.  8. 
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"  commandment,  and  is  idolatry/*    It  may,  probably, 
be  suflScient  to  reply  in  a  similar  style :  if  the  Ca- 
tholics worship  as  Christ,  that  which  (for  reasons  be- 
fore given)  is  Christ,  it  is  no  violation  of  the  second 
commandment,  and  no  idolatry.     But,  even  were  the 
Bishop's  supposition  true,  would  the  consequence  ne- 
cessarily follow  ?     I  must  confess  that  I  do  not  think 
so.     If,  conceiving  that  to  be  Christ,  which  in  reality 
is  not  Christ,  I  worship  it  as  Christ,  I  am  guilty  of  a 
mistake,  but  I  am  not  guilty  of  idolatry.     My  adora- 
tion is  directed  to  Christ,  and  as  such  will  be  accepted  _ 
by  him.     When  Sysigambis  fell  at  the  feet  of  He — 
phsBstion,  whom  she  took  for  Alexander,  was  it  an  actiz 
of  treason?    Adoration  is  an  act  of  the  mind,  and^ 
must  be  directed  to  some  object  apprehended  by  th^ 
mind.    Consequently  in  the  eucbarist  we  do  not  adore 
bread  and  wine,  for  this  plain  reason,  that  we  do  not 
believe  bread  and  wine  to  exist  in  it.     We  adore  only 
Christ  himself.     A  contrary  notion  is  so  preposterous, 
that  I  do  not  think  it  could  find  admission  into  any 
mind  but  that  of  an  orthodox  churchman.      He  is 
taught,  that  in  the  sacrament  he  receives  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ,  though  at  the  same  time  he  believes 
the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  not  to  exist  in  the  sacra- 
ment :  and  such  a  man  may  perhaps  persuade  himself 
that  the  Catholic  adores  bread  and  wine  in  the  eu- 
charist,  though  at  the  same  time  he  believes  neither 
bread  nor  wine  to  exist  in  the  eucharist.    To  all  others 
it  will  appear  impossible. 

As  this  accusation  of  idolatry  is  a  new  subject,  I 
conceive  it  to  have  been  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
affording  an  opportunity  to  the  right  reverend  Prelate, 
of  vindicating  a  most  insulting  passage  in  his  origind 
Charge :  that  our  doctrine  of  the  eucharist  necessarily 
disposes  the  mind  of  the  Catholic  to  worship  creatures 
for  the  Cremator.  In  reply  the  Remarker  asked,  what 
ansvy^er  the  Bishop  of  Durham  would  give  to  an  uni- 
tarian, who,  in  like  manner,  should  assert  that  the 
established  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  necessa- 
rily disposed  the  Protestant  mind  to  adore  the  crea- 
ture instead  of  the  Creator !    It  is  amusing  to  observe. 
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bow  teluctant  the  Bishop  and  his  advocates  are  to 
reply  to  this  question :  and  with  what  anxiety  they 
endeavour  to  evade  it  by  instituting  a  parallel  between 
the  doctrines  of  the  two  churches.  This,  however,  is 
only  throwing  dust  into  the  eyes  of  their  readers.  I 
might  easily  object  to  the  accuracy  of  their  state- 
ments; but  I  do  not  wish  to  multiply  the  subjects  of 
discussion.  Whoever  has  observed  how  in  the  course 
of  this  controversy  each  reply  and  rejoinder  has  added 
to  their  number,  will  confess  that  it  is  more  expedient 
to  contract  than  to  extend  its  limits.  I  shall  therefore 
content  myself  with  renewing  the  pledge  which  has 
been  repeatedly  given  by  the  Remarker :  that  if  the 
Bishop  or  his  advocates  will  condescend  to  answer  his 
question,  he  will  shew  that  their  answer  will  prove  a 
satisfactory  refutation  of  the  Bishop's  insulting  sugr 
gestion.  Till  they  do  this,  the  public  will  consider 
their  silence  as  a  confession  that  it  is  unfounded. 

From  idolatry,  the  Bishop  proceeds  to  the  denial  of 
the  cup,  a  subject  on  which  his  orthodoxy  prompts 
him  to  condemn  us  of  sacrilege.  With  opprobrious 
terms  I  have  no  concern.  Them  I  shall  leave  to  the 
discretion  of  my  right  reverend  opponent,  and  confine 
myself  to  the  consideration  of  his  arguments.  ^  On 
this  subject,  "  the  points  at  issue  between  us"  (he 
must  indulge  me  in  the  expression)  are,  first,  whether 
there  be  any  command  that  all  christians  should  com- 
municate in  both  kinds ;  secondly,  whether  the  parti- 
cipation of  the  cup  be  essential  to  the  sacrament; 
and,  thirdly,  whether  the  practice  of  the  primitive 
church  prove  the  refusal  of  the  cup  to  be  a  sacrilege. 

1 . — That  there  is  such  a  command,  the  Bishop  of 
Durham  attempts  to  shew  by  the  following  argument. 
*^  No  one  ever  doubted  that  take,  eat,  is  obligatory  on 
**  the  whole  body  of  christians,  without  any  restriction 
^  of  the  bread  to  the  apostles  then  present :  and  it 
^*  requires  all  the  prejudice  of  educati(m  to  find  in 
'*  the  word  all,  of  the  other  command,  *  drink  ye 
*' tf//of  this,'  a  restraining  power,  which  could  imply 
*'  the  exclusion  of  all  christians  who  were  not  present 
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^  from  the  participation  of  the  cup."  ♦  Is  this  wit,  or 
is  it  argument  ?  Whatever  it  may  be,  we  at  least  are 
not  such  idiots  as  to  believe  that  the  words,  drink  ye 
all  of  this,  imply  an  '^  an  exclusion  of  all  christians, 
**  who  were  not  present,  from  the  cup."  Is  there  no 
medium  between  a  command  addressed  to  all  chris- 
tians,  and  a  prohibition  addressed  to  all  ?  If  we  do 
not  allow  the  words  to  be  a  command,  must  it  neces- 
sarily  follow  that  we  understand  them  as  a  prohibition? 
But,  if  the  right  reverend  Prelate  believe  that  "  no 
''  one  ever  doubted  of  take\  eat,  being  a  command  ob- 
"  ligatory  on  the  whole  body  of  christians,"  he  must 
allow  me  to  inform  him  that  he  is  in  an  error.  The 
very  fact  itself  proves  that  these  words  contain  no  such 
command.  The  apostles  were  sitting  at  table  with 
out*  Saviour :  he  took  bread,  brake  it  into  pieces,  and 
distributed  it  among  them,  saying :  ''  take,  eat,  this  is. 
"  my  body."  What  but  the  prejudice  of  educatioi 
can  discover  in  these  words  a  command  addressed  t< 
all  succeeding  generations?  He  then  took  the  cup 
and  gave  it  to  them  to  drink  in  succession,  saying- 
*•  drink  ye  all  of  this."  And  here,  again,  what  but  th^ 
prejudice  of  education  can  discover  in  these  words  r 
second  command  addressed  in  like  manner  to  all  g( 
nerations  ?  I  do  believe  that  every  reader,  whose  rain-  __d 
is  not  predisposed  by  theological  doctrines,  will  confe^^s 

with  me,  that  both  expressions  were  no  more  than  ii 1- 

vitations  addressed  by  Christ  to  his  apostles,  to  eat  h     ds 
body  and  drink  his  blood  in  the  sacrament,  which 
then  instituted. 

2. — Is  the  participation  of  the  cup  essential  to  tl 
sacrament  ?  The  Bishop  of  Durham  repeatedly  asser-ts 
that  it  is:    but  by  his  own  concessions   sufficiently 
proves  that  it  is  not.     It  certainly  cannot  be  that  the 
sacrament  can  remain,  when  that  which  is  essential  to 
its  existence  is  removed.     Since  then  my  learned  ad- 
versary allows,  that,  in  the  ancient  church,  it  was  on 
many  occasions  administered  under  one  kind  only,  and 

*  Grounds,  &c.  p.  26. 
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i^nce  a  greater  authority  than  his,  an  act  of  parliament, 
2>ermits;  in  cerliain  cases,  the  same  to  be  done  in  the 
joresent  Church  of  England,  he  must,  I  think,  be  con- 
'tieiit  to  agree  with  me,  that  the  cup  is  not  an  essential 
joart  of  the  sacrament. 

3. — The  Bishop  appears  to  ground  his  doctrine  prin- 

^^ipally  on  the  practice  of  the  ancient  church.     Now 

^he  question  is  not,  whether,  to  communicate  in  both 

Isiinds  were  the  more  general  practice  of  the  ancient 

<^hurch,  (that  no  Catholic  will  deny) :   but  whether 

such  practice  be  so  essential  to   Christianity  that  n6 

Ibutnan  power  could  lawfully  alter  it.     We  maintain 

"t^at  it  was  not :   and  the  lawfulness  of  the  alteration 

Ihas  been  demonstrated  in  the  Remarks,  by  several 

instances  of  the  alteration  of  ancient  practices,  which 

"by  the  laws  of  his  church,  and  the  customs  of  bis  owii 

courts,  the  Bishop  of  Durham  is  compelled  to  approve. 

To  this  argument  no  answer  has  been  attempted  either 

\>y  the  Bishop  or  by  his  advocates.     I  have  therefore 

liitberto  a  right  to  consider  it  as  unanswerable.* 

•  *  In  defending  tho  practice  of  Lis  cburch,  the  Vindicator  had 
cdluded  to  the  words  of  the  apostle,  "  whosoev^  shall  eat  this  bread  or 
*"'  drink  this  cup  of  the  Lord  unworthily/'  and  had  observed  that  tho 
Sugllsh  translators  had  improved  this  passage  by  substituting  the  con- 
junctive  particle  and  in  the  place  of  the  disjunctive  particle  or.  The 
SLshop  of  Durham  replies :  "  We  cannot  be  surprised  that  *i  and  nm 
*-'  should  be  often  used  one  for  the  other,  when  we  recollect,  that  in  the 
**  TiEtive  language  of  the  apo«tle  the  particle  (vauj  was  used  in  both 
*'  senses."  On  this  valuable  specimen  of  biblical  criticism,  I  may  he 
indulged  in  a  few  remarks.  First,  thoi'gh  Hebrew  scholars  are  accus- 
tomed to  consider  the  conjunctive  as  having  sometimes  the  force  of  the 
disjnnctive  particle,  is  it  certain  that  their  doctrine  is  accurate?  In  nil 
the  instances  of  the  kind,  .which  I  have  seen,  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
either  a  fcklse  reading,  or  to  imply  not  a  disjunction,  but  a  repeti- 
tion of  some  other  words  in  the  sentence.  2.  What  has  this  doctrine 
to  do  with  the  passage  quoted  from  St.  Paul  ?  The  apostle  does  not 
.employ  the  conjunctive,  but  the  disjunctive  particle.  Let  then  the  Bi- 
shop of  Durham  shew,  that,  in  the  Hebrew  language,  the  disjunctive 
^iaff  tiie  fbrce  of  the  conjunctive  particle,  and  his  reasoning  will  apply^ 
Bt  I  ^W  allow  him,  that,  by  a  scriptural  bull,  the  inspired  writer  might 
conceive,  that,  as  and  meant  or  m  Hebrew,  or  might  mean  and  in 
Greek :  but,  in  return,  1  shall  insist  that  it  was  equally  probable;  that 
lie  would  use  find  for  or  in  Greek,  according  to  his  vernacular. idiom.  If 
this  be  granted  me,  [and  I  see  not  how  it  can  be  reasonably  donied,)  I 
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•  Before  I  take  my  leave  of  this  subject,  I  nmst  notice 
some  observations  of  the  right  reverend  Prelate,  which 
regard  the  character  of  his  opponents,  more  than  the 
goodness  of  the  cause  which  they  have  undertaken  to 
defend.  An  inference,  which  the  Vindicator  had  drawn 
from  the  works  of  Pope  Leo,  has  afforded  the  Bishop 
mi  opportunity  of  charging  that  writer  with  disinge- 
nuousness,  misrepresentation,  and  shameless  sophistry. 
Reader,  these  are  serious  accusations ;  and  if  they  can 
be  substantially  proved,  I  must  acknowledge  that  the 
Vindicator  is  deserving  of  thy  hatred  and  contempt 
But  what  would  be  thy  sentiments,  if  the  man,  who 
thus  accuses  his  adversary,  were  himself  guilty  of  these 
crimes ;  if,  while  he  displays  this  virtuous  indignation 
against  the  imaginary  misrepresentations  of  another, 
he  were  actually  employed  in  attempting  to  deceive, 
by  misrepresentation,  the  confidence  of  his  readers  ? 
llie  Vindicator  had  understood,  and  does  still  under- 
stand, the  Pope  to  say,  that  the  Manichees  endea-- 
voured  to  conceal  themselves  from  public  notice,  b^ 
communicating  with  the  christians,  and  communicat- 
ing, too,  under  one  kind  only.    Hence  it  was  inferred, 
(I  think  justly)  that  many  of  the  congregation,  also, 
communicated  in  the  same  manner:    otherwise,  th( 
very  refusal  to  take  the  cup  would  have  betrayed  those, 
who  sought  thus  to  conceal  themselves.     Now,  ho^ 
does  the  Bishop  endeavour  to  refute  this  inference         f 
He  pretends  to  transcribe  the  whole  passage,  not  ij 
the  original  language,  (it  did  not  suit  the  purpose)  bi 
in  an  English  translation :  and  in  that  translation  car( 
fully  suppresses  the  very  words,  on  which  the  Vindi 
cator's  reasoning  was  grounded.      The  Pope  says 
Cu7n  ad  tegendam  infidelitatem  suam  nostris  audear'^t 
interesse  mysteriisy  ita  in  sacramentorum  communione 
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shall  mamtaiD  that  the  passage,  "  as  often  as  yo  do  eat  this  bread 
*'  drink  tbis  cup/'  should  bo  rendered,  **  as  often  as  ye  do  eat  tlcm^ 
**  bread  or  drink  this  cup/*     The  truth  is,  when  we  thus  take  tJ^e 
liberty  of  altering  the  natural  signifioation  of  words,  we  may  make  the 
scripture  speak  just  what  we  please. 

"  The  text  inspires  not  us,  but  we  the  text  inspire/' 
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^  temperant:  ut  interdum  tutius  lateant,  ore  indigno 
^*  Christi  carpus  accipiunt,  sanguinem  autem  redemp* 
^*  tionis  nostra  haurire  omnino  declinantJ"*  If  you 
look  for  the  important  words,  ut  tutius  lateant,  that  they 
-^nay  the  more  safely  conceal  themselves,  you  will  not  find 
'Chem  in  the  Bishop's  version.  In  their  place,  he  has 
substituted,  **  to  impose  on  the  puhlic^'''\  a  phrase  for 
"^wrhich  there  is  not  the  least  authority  in  the  language 
^>f  the  pontiff.  And  here  allow  me  to  ask  the  right  re- 
^werend  Prelate,  whether  he  consider  the  two  phrases 
SiS  being  of  exactly  the  same  import  ?  If  he  do,  what 
treason  can  he  assign  for  rejecting  that,  which  was 
smore  conformable  to  the  original  ?  If  he  do  not»  how 
^an  he  clear  himself  from  the  guilt  of  misrepresenta- 
tion? 

But  this  is  not  the  only  instance,  in  which  the  Bi- 
shop of  Durham  has  displayed  his  proficiency  ''  in  the 
^'  art  of  adulterating  ancient  testimony."  He  has  fa- 
xroured  us  with  a  version  of  a  passage,  attributed  to 
?ope  Gelasius  :  and  has  executed  this  version  with  as 
much  fidelity  as  that  fi-om  Pope  Leo.  It  is  as  follows  : 
**  We  find  that  some  persons,  through  I  know  not  what 
**  superstition,  after  partaking  of  the  bread,  refuse  the 
•*  cup,  who,  without  doubt,  ought  to  receive  both 
*'  kinds,  or  to  abstain  from  both."  J  Now  the  real 
"words  of  the  pontiff  are  :  "  We  find  that  some  persons, 
**  after  partaking  of  the  sacred  body,  abstain  from  the 
**  cup  of  the  sacred  blood,  who  (because  they  are  said  to 
*'  be  influenced  by  I  know  not  what  superstition) 
'*  should,  undoubtedly  receive  both  kinds,  or  be  ejr- 
^'  eluded  from  both  kinds.  Comperimus,  quod  quidam^ 
V  sumpta  tantummodo  corporis  sacri  portione  a  calice  sacri 
L**  truoris  abstineant.  Qui  proculdubio  (quoniam  nescio 
^*  fua  superstitione  docentur  obstringi)  aut  Integra  sacra^ 
"  menta  percipiant,  aut  ab  integris  arceantur''\  Now, 
besides  the  other  infidelities  in  the  Bishop's  version, 
why,  J  ask,  was  the  passage  within  the  parenthesis 
removed  from  its  place,  and  the  word  because  omitted  T 

♦  Sermon  4.    De  quadrag.  t  Grounds,  &c.  p.  23. 

%  Jbid.  24.  §  Decret  3.  part.  dist.  il.  c  12 
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I  fear  for  this  reason,  that,  as  it  stood  in  the  original,  it 
entirely  refuted  the  inference  which  the  Bishop  wished 
to  draw  ffom  it.     It  shewed  that  the  reason  why  they 
were  to  be  compelled  to  receive  both  kinds  was,  be- 
cause they  refused  the  cup  through  superstition^  and 
at  the  same  time  intimates,  that,  had  it  not  been  for 
that  superstition,  they  would  not  have  been  molested^ 
If  the  reader  ask  what  their  superstition  was,  I  answer, 
(supposing  the  decree  to  be  genuine,*  and  the  persons       ^ 
alluded  to  Manichees,)  that  it  consisted  in  believing 
wine  to  be  the  creature  of  the  evil  spirit,  and  of  course 
incapable  of  being  consecrated,  and  forbidden  to  be 
drunk.    Whence  the  pope  proceeds  to  condemn  them 
of  a  great  sacrilege,  by  dividing  one  and  the  same  niys-^ 
tery .     Quia  divisio  unius  ejtcsdemque  mysterii  sine  grandi 
sdcrilegio  non  potest  provenire. 
.  There  is  another  subject,  on  which,  if  we  may  be —  ^s 
Ueve  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  the  Vindicator  has  beecrzx:^ 
guilty  of  **  a  misrepresentation,  as  disingenuous  . 
"  perverse  as  his  abuse  of  Leo's  testimony.     A  statut 
"  of  Edward  VI.  c.  1.  which  enjoins  the  reception 
the  sacrament  in  both  kinds,  except  in  cases  of  ne 
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**  cessity,  where  it  is  impossible  for  the  communican^rrat 
'*  to  receive  more  than  one,  is  alleged  by  him  as  a 

'*  justification  of  the  popish  denial  of  the  cup  to  thos*    — e 
"  who  are  able  to  receive  both.     The  Vindicator 
"  endeavouring  to  justify  the  popish  denial  of  the  cu 
**  to  the  laity  :    but  the  permission  of  the  eucharist 
'*  one  kind  only,  in  cases  of  necessity,  gives  no  counts 
'*  nance  to  the  entire  suppression  of  one  kind."t     I^       ^^ 
with  considerable  reluctance  that  I  here  again  fic^vd 
myself  compelled  to  retort  the  charge  against  the  rigKnt 
reverend  accuser.     To  convict  his  adversary,  he  cor^^c- 
mits  the  very  crime  of  which  he  accuses  him :  to  su 


*  The  Bishop  asks  what  reason  there  is  to  doubt  its  authenticity.      I 
answer,  several.     1 .  The  letter,  from  which  it  professes  to  be  taken,  is 
not  to  be  found  in  any  collection  of  the  letters  of  Gelasius.     2.  The 
passage  itself  appears  to  have  no  connexion  whatever  with  the  remainder 
of  the  letter,  which  occurs,  cau.  25.  q.  2.  c.  25.     3.  It  is  not  noticed  by        I  ^ 
any  writer  who  lived  before  the  twelfth  century. 

t  Grounds,  p.  33. 
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jpcaet  the  charge  of  mistepresentation,  he  has  recourse 
-fo  misrepresentation  himself.     He  suppresses  the  infe* 
xi^nce,  which  the  Vindicator  drew  from  the  statute  of 
lEdward  VI.  and  in  its  place  substitutes  an  inference/ 
^^¥hich  the  Vindicator  did  not  draw.     That  writer  did 
:Kiot  allege  the  lawfulness  of  receiving  under  one  kiiul, 
Jin  cases  of  necessity,  as  a  justification  of  the  denial  of 
"the  cup,  when  there  was  no  necessity;    nor  did. he 
argue  that  the  permission  of  one  kind,  on  such  occa^-' 
sions,  proved  the  lawfulness  of  the  entire  suppression' 
of  one  kind.    This  reasoning  exists  nowhere  but  in  the* 
limaginatioii  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham.     The  immediate 
point  in  discussion  was,  whether  the  cup  were  aii' 
essential  part  of  the  sacrament :  and  the  Viiidicator' 
<:ontended,  that,  since  it  might  be  lawfully  suppressed, 
"without  injury  to  the  sacrament,  it  was  not  an  essential- 
part.     Take  his  words.     "  In  the  first  of  Edward  VI. 
•*  c.  1.  it  was  enacted,  that  the  most  blessed  sacrament 
**  be  hereafter  commonly  delivered,    and   ministered, 
**  unto  the  people  under  both  kinds,  that  is  to  say,  of 
**  bread  and  wme,  except  necessity  othei-wise  require.' 
**  Hence  it  will  follow,  that  the  English  church  did  not 
*'  originally  conceive  the  wine  to  be  an  essential  part 
*'  of  the  sacrament.    For,  those  who  say  that  one  kind 
should  not  be  administered  commonly,  grant  that  it 
may  be  done  sometimes ;  and  by  specifying  the  casd 
**  of  necessity,  acknowledge  the  propriety  of  the  doc- 
**  trine,  that  teaches  only  one  kind  to  be  essential  to  the 
**  sacrament."    If  thus  to  pervert  the  reasoning  of  an 
^versary,  and,  on  such  perversion,  to  accuse  him  of 
misrepresentation,  be  not  the  most  disingenuous  kind  of 
^misrepresentation  that  can  exist,  I  have  yet  to  learn 
what  misrepresentation  means.^ 

*  This  answer,  I  trust*  will  satisfy  the  authors  of  the  British  Critic. 

li  was  certainly  grateful  in  them  to  praise  the  labours  of  their  patron,  but 

it'was  impolitic  to  do  it  in  so  unguarded  a  manner  as  to  betray  their 

igoorance  of  the  work  of  the  writer,  whose  dis^^race  they  are  so  eager 

o  record.     With  equal  precipitance^  in  their  review  of  Stephenson's 

iomidh  Church,  ihcy  wonder  what  reply  Mr.  Des  Mahis  can  make  to 

is  victorious  opponent.      Had  they  ever  opened  the  work,  of  which 

ley  pretend  to  judge,  they  w^ould  haveisnown  that  he  could  make  no 

ply.     It  is  more  than  a  ccfntury  since  ho  was  laid  in  the  grave ! 


4S 


240 

The  Bishcp  informs  xas,  that  the  statute  of  Edward 
VI.  is  still  in  force.  May  I  then  recommend '  it 
to  his  notice  ?  Perhaps,  from  the  moderation  with 
which  it  is  worded,  he  may  learn  to  condemn  the  in- 
temperance of  his  own  language.  Do  its  authors 
say,  that  to  communicate  under  one  kind  is  ''  a  sa- 
"  crilege,  and  a  violation  of  the  divine  command  ?" 
No,  but  that  to  communicate  under  both  kinds  is 
'^  more  agreeable  to  the  first  institution  of  the  sacra* 
^'  ment,  and  more  conformable  to  the  practice  of  the 
"apostles,  and  of  the  primitive  church.".  Do  they 
pronounce  those,  whof  oUow  the  opposite  opinion,  to  be 
"  mutilators  of  the  sacrament,  and  derogators  from  the 
**  mediatorship  of  God  the  Son  ?"  No :  they  expressly 
declare  that  it  is  not  their  intention  to  condemn  the 
usage  of  any  other  church.  They  were  not  such  in- 
consequent reasoners,  as  to  teach  that  the  eucharist 
might  be  sometimes  given  under  one  kind,  and,  at  tfae~ 
same  time,  to  affirm  that  those  who  did  give  it  under  - 
one  kind  were  guilty  of  sacrilege,  mutilated  the  sacra-  ^ 
ment,  and  violated  the  command  of  Christ.  Sucit  ' 
language  as  this  was  reserved  for  more  modem  contro* 
vertists. 

But,  if  I  mistake  not,  that  which  has  kindled  th^ 
flame  of  indignation  in  the  breast  of  the  right  reverencL 
Prelate,  is  the  following  passage  in  the  Vindicator*i^ 
Letter  to  the  Durham  Clergyman.     **  That,  in  theory^ 
**  the  faith  which  you  profess,  is  founded  on  scripture, 
**  may,  or  may  not,  be  true :  that  in  practice  it  is 
"  founded  on  the  authority  of  parliament,  will  not  b& 
**  denied.     Acts  of  parliament  alone  can  make  articles 
"  of  faith,  and  acts  of  parliament  alone  can  declare  any 
*'  doctrine  heretical.     Whether  or  not  the  Church  af 
**  Christ  be  of  this  world,  it  is  evident  the  Church  of 
*'  England  is."     *'  In  this  short  passage,"   observes 
the  Bishop  of  Durham,  **  there  are  three  falsehoods." 
I  suspect  they  are  three  truisms.     "  It  is  false  to  say 
'*  acts  of  parliament  make  articles  of  faith.     Parlia- 
**  ment  declares  them,  but  does  not  make  them."* 

*  Grouads,  &c.  p.  34. 
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The  distinction  is  ingenious.  There  is  certainly  a  dif- 
ference in  the  sound,  if  there  bo  none  in  the  meuning 
of  the  words.  Parliament  is  not  infallible :  it  is  there- 
fore possible,  that  it  may  declare  an  article  of  faith, 
whicn  is  not  founded  in  scripture :  and  in  this  case, 
would  not  the  declaration  amount  to  the  making  of 
an  article  of  faith  ?  Let  me  ask,  whether  there  be  any 
tribunal  in  the  world  besides  the  "  high  court  of  parlia- 
**  ment,"  that  can  ad.d  to,  or  take  from,  the  thirty-nine 
articles  of  the  Church  of  England  ?  And  if  parliament 
were  to  strike  out  a  certain  numberof  these  articles,  or  to 
**  declare"  a  certain  number  of  additional  ones,  would 
not  every  orthodox  clergyman,  whether  that  reduction  or 
augmentation  were,  or  were  not,  according  to  scripture, 
be  compelled  to  subscribe  to  the  altered  copy?  I 
appeal  then  to  every  man  of  common  sense,  whether  it 
be  not  true  lip  say,  that  acts  of  parliament  alone  can 
make  articles  of  faith,  and  that,  in  practice,  the  faith  of 
the  established  church  is  founded  on  the  authority  of 
parliament  ?  The..  Bishop  proceeds  to  boast  *'  that  the 
"  Church  of  England  is  no  otherwise  of  this  world,  than 
prophecy  declared  the  Church  of  Christ  should  be,  in 
predicting  that  kings  should  be  her  nursing  fathers, 
"  and  queens  her  nursing  mothers."  Had  the  pro- 
phet, however,  foreseen  the  result  of  a  late  inves- 
tigation, he  would  have  known  that  other  princes,  be- 
sides kings,  have  been  nursing  fathers,  and  other 
ladies,  besides  queens,  have  been  nursing  mothers,  to 
the  church. 

Among  the  predecessors  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham, 
was  a  Doctor  Howson,  as  ambitious  of  gaining  laurels 
in  the  field  of  controversy  as  the  present  right  reve- 
rend Prelate,  and  as  unsuccessful  in  his  attempts. 
Confident  in  his  own  abilities,  this  theological  pedant 
is  recorded  to  have  declared,  that  "  he  would  loosen 
^*  the  Pope  from  his  chair,  though  he  were  fastened 
'•  thereto  with  a  tenpenny  nail."*.  In  defiance,  how- 
ever, of  Doctor  Howson's  loosening  powers,  the  Pope 
remained  seated  in  his  chair :  and  m  like  manner,  I 

*  Hutohinson's  Durham^  ▼ol.  I.  p.  494. 
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trust,  that,  notwithstanding  Doctor  Barrington's  "con- 
'*  elusive  arguments,"  Catholics  will  continue  to  pro- 
fess the  belief  of  their  fathers  in  the  real  presence; 
and  to  those,  who  seek  to  satisfy  them  with  figurative 
explications,  will  reply,  with  the  poet — 

Why  all  this  frantic  pain 
To  construe  what  his  clearest  words  contain. 
And  make  a  riddle,  what  he  made  so  plain  ? 
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ISHOP  OF  DURHAM'S  EXPLANATION 


or 


THE  ANTEPENULTIMATE  ANSWER 
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CHURCH  CATECHISM. 


3E  last  subject  which  the  right  reverend  Prelate 
Misses,  and  that  for  which  the  whole  pamphlet  ap- 
rs  to  have  been  written,  is  an  attempt  to  explain, 
-  rational  manner,  the  established  doctrine  respect- 

the  Lord's  supper.  In  the  prosecution  of  this 
1,  he  does  not  spare  the  character  or  feelings  of 

adversary.  He  condemns  him  of  blasphemous 
ty,  pronounces  him  unworthy  of  religious  tolera- 
i,  and  reminds  him  of  the  laws  enacted  against 
§e  who  attempt  to  malign  the  doctrines  and  ordi- 
ces  of  the  Established  Church.*  There  was  a 
e  when  the  Bishop  of  Durham  deprecated  "  the 
jvival  of  impassioned  controversy;"  but  his  pru- 

*  Grounds,  p.  37^  44. 
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dence  has  at  last  been  subdued  by  his  zeal :  and  hit 
present  conduct,  joined  to  his  promise  of  many  more 
publications  of  a  similar  tendency,  call  to  my  recollec-^ 
tion  those  lines  of  the  poet : — 

Furor  iraque  mentetn 
Praecipitant,  pulchrumque  mori  succurrit  In  armis. 

Allow  me,  however,  to  ask  what  sufficient  cause  J 
have  given  for  this  angry  language,  these  opprobrious 
insinuations,    these    threats    of  vengeance?    Had  I 
forged  a  false  creed  for  my  unoffending  neighbours, 
and^  on  the  strength  of  this  forgery,  held  them  out  to 
the  derision  and  hatred  of  the  public :  or  had  I,  at  a 
moment  when  the  very  existence  of  the  nation  was  at 
stake,  attempted  by  misrepresentation  to   divide  it 
against  itself,  and  arm  five  millions  of  British  subjects 
against  the  Established  Church ;  then  indeed  I  might 
think  myself  deserving  of  the  vengeance  of  the  lanw, 
and  unworthy  of  toleration  in  civilized  society.    But 
I  have  done  none  of  these  things.     I  have  only  w* 
pelled  a  most  illiberal  and  unprovoked  aggression; 
and  have  taught  the  aggressor  to  feel  that  he  is  not 
himself  invulnerable.     In  the  Remarks,  I  gave  him  a 
gentle  hint,  that  his  language  might  easily  be  retorted 
on  himself.     But  that  hint  was  despised;  and  his  ad- 
vocates, with  all  the  pride  of  conscious  superiority, 
rushed  forward  to  trample  into  dust  the  man  who  had 
presumed  to  question  the  accuracy  or  the  judgment  of 
the  Bishop  of  Durham.     They  met,  however,  with  a 
resistance  which  they  were  not  taught  to  expect ;  and 
now,  unable  to  overcome  him  in  argument,  they  vent 
their  disappointment  in  threats  and  insults.    Yet,  what 
is  in  reality  the  crime  of  which  I  am  accused  ?  of  saying 
that  the  established  doctrine  respecting  the   Lord's 
supper  appeared  to  me  a  paradox,  and  something  like 
nonsense.     *'  This  is  the  head  and  front  of  my  ofiend- 
'*  ing."    Let  the  reader  compare  this  with  the  Bishop's 
charges  against  us,  of  blasphemy,  sacrilege,  and  {ido- 
latry, of  patronizing  ignorance,  encouraging  vice,  and 
adulterating  the  scriptures,  of  derogating  from  the  ho- 
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iQur  of  God  the  Father^  from  the  mediatorship  of  God 
lie  Son,  and  from  the  sanctifying  influences  of  the 
9oly  Spirit,  and,  instead  of  condemning  me  of  intem* 
lerance,  he  will,  I  trust,  praise  my  moderation:  in- 
stead of  thinking  that  I  have  transgressed  the  bounds 
^f  decorum,  he  will  thank  me  for  chastising  that  teme- 
ity,  which,  because  the  thirty-nine  articles  have  been 
confirmed  by  act  of  parliament,  arrogates  to  itself  the 
mvilege  of  defaming  and  calumniating  every  other 
church. 

The  Bishop  of  Durham  begins  this  part  of  his 
pamphlet  by  observing,  that  the  difficulty  which  the 
Semarker  finds  m  conceiving  the  Established  doctrine 
respecting  the  eucharist,  originates  in  the  duplicity  of 
ikBJt  writer.  Without  returning  the  compliment,  I 
diall  inquire  in  what  manner  that  doctrine  has  been 
Ixplained  by  the  Bishop  and  his  advocates.  If  their 
explanations  prove  discordant,  I  shall  infer  that  it  is 
not  so  very  easy  to  understand :  if  the  very  teachers 
i>f  Israel  cannot  agree  respecting  its  meaning,  I  trust 
it  cannot  be  a  very  great  crime,  if  others  do  not  per- 
fectly comprehend  it. 

*  The  first  of  these  expositors  (the  first,  if  not  iA  re- 
putation, at  least  in  time)  was  Elijah  Index,  of  f<ice- 
tious  memory,  who,  with  his  accustomed  naivetS,  ac- 
kaowledged  that  the  eucharist  is  nothing  more  than  a 
plain,  simple,  commemorative  rite :  that  the  words  of  the 
catechism  are  at  first  sight  repugnant  to  the  real  doc- 
trine of  the  Church  of  England ;  and  that  the  faithful 
communicant  receives  verily  and  indeed,  not  the  body 
tind  blood  of  Christ,  but  the  benefit  of  the  sacra- 
ment.* How  far  this  answer  was  admired  by  his  dio- 
cesan, I  know  not :  but  the  next  writer,  who  made  the 
attempt,  and  whose  labours  were  honoured  with  that 
Prelate's  approbation,  offered  to  the  public  a  different 
exposition.  He  contended  that  the  answer  in  the  ca- 
tediism  was  accurate:  that  to  eat  the  body  and  to 
drink  the  blood  of  Christ,  is  to  partake  of  the  blessings 
which  his  body  broken,  and  his  blood  shed,  have  pur- 

*  PtoiestaDt's  Reply,  p.  J  4.     Reply  to  the  Review,  p.  21. 
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chased  for  us :  and  that  the  hallowed  elements  are  an 
instrumental  cause,  by  which  actual  possession  is  given 
of  all  the  graces  which  his  sacrificed  body  can  yield  i 
that  they  are  to  us  his  body  and  blood.*  This  inter- 
pretation was  permitted  to  assume  the  honours  of  or- 
thodox doctrine  during  the  long  period  of  ten  months: 
at  the  expiration  of  that  term  a  new  discovery  was 
made ;  and  the  same  writer  assured  us,  that  to  receive 
the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  was  no  longer  "  to  re- 
"  ceive  the  graces  which  his  sacrificed  body  can 
"  yield,"  but  to  be  put  in  possession  of  the  title  to  that 
inheritance,  which  Christ  purchased  for  us  with  his 
blood.f  To  this  decision  also  I  bowed  with  becoming 
respect,  under  the  persuasion  that  the  obligation  of 
assenting  to  it  would  not  be  of  very  long  continuance. 
Nor  have  I  been  disappointed.  The  right  reverend 
Prelate,  sensible  of  the  errors  of  his  advocates,  has 
taken  his  cause  into  his  own  hands,  and  has  trans- 
mitted  to  his  clergy  a  letter  of  instruction  on  this  very 
important  subject.  To  this  letter  I  request  the  reader's 
attention,  trusting  that  it  has  set  the  question  at  rest, 
and  that  for  the  future  the  orthodox  mind  will  no  more 
"  be  tossed  to  and  fro,  and  carried  about  with  so  many 
**  winds  of  doctrine." 

1.  The  Bishop  informs  us  that  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land *'  acknowledges  the  spiritual  presence  of  Jesus 
"  Christ,"  that  "  the  faithful  receive  spiritually  at  the 
"  sacrament  that  which  exists  there  spiritually,"  and 
therefore  *'  that  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  are  verily 
'*  and  indeed  taken  and  received  by  the  faithful  in  the 
**  Lord's  supper."  J  If  these  words  have  any  meaning, 
they  must  mean  that  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  are 
really  though  spiritually  present  at  or  in  the  Lord's 
supper ;  are  really  taken  and  received  by  each  faithful 
communicant.  Here  then  we  seem  to  have  a  real  pre- 
sence ;  but  let  us  not  be  too  precipitate  in  our  conclu- 
sions. 

2.  The  learned  Prelate  proceeds  to  teach  us  that 

•  Letter  by  a  Clergyman  of  the  Diocese  of  Durham,  p.  23,  24. 
f  Clergyman's  Second  Letter,  p.  4 1 .  J  Grounds,  p.  39. 
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to  eat  the  body  of  Christ  is  an  act  of  the  mind :  that 
Christ  is  our  spiritual  food,  and  faith  the  faculty  by 
which  we  eat  that  food,  and  therefore  that  to  eat 
Christ  is  to  believe  in  him."*  Here  he  appears  to 
Qie  to  pull  down  with  one  hand  what  he  had  built  with 
hie  other.  **  To  eat  Christ  is  to  believe  in  him."  Of 
course  the  only  presence  which  he  allows  is  a  mental, 
fcot  a  real,  presence.  Christ  is  present  to  the  mind 
►nly  inasmuch  as  he  is  the  object  of  the  mind's*  belief. 
Jut  in  this  case  what  is  there  to  distinguish  the  sacra- 
sent  from  any  other  religious  ceremony  ?  In  any  of 
btem  Christ  niay  be  the  object  of  the  belief  of  the 
iind.  The  christian,  who  with  a  true  faith  repeats 
tie  apostle's  creed,  as  certainly  professes  his  belief,  as 
e- ^w^ho  receives  the  sacrament.  Yet,  whoever  con- 
nived, that  in  the  recital  of  the  creed,  the  true  body 
wl  blood  of  Christ  are  verily  and  indeed  taken  and 
eceived  ?  This  doctrine,  if  it  be  properly  examined, 
educes  the  real  presence  of  Christ  to  a  real  absence. 
According  to  it,  Christ  is  no  more  really  present  to  the 
rommunicant,  than  the  Emperor  of  China  is  really 
>resent  to  me,  when  I  think  on  him. 

**  To  think  and  believe,"  says  the  Bishop  of  Durham, 
*  are  as  really  acts  of  the  mind,  as  to  eat  is  an  act  of 
^*  the  body.  What  is  done  by  the  mind  is  as  truly  done 
'•  as  what  is  done  by  the  body.  The  body  of  Christ 
**  is  therefore  as  truly,  as  verily  and  indeed,  received 
"  by  faith,  as  the  bread  is  by  the  mouth." f  This  is 
most  singular  language.  I  certainly  distrust  my  own 
judgment,  as  I  cannot  boast,  like  the  right  reverend 
Prelate,  of  having  studied  in  a  reformed  university :  J 
but  if  the  prejudices  of  education  do  not  strangely  de- 
ceive me,  this  doctrine  is  pregnant  with  the  most 
paradoxical  consequences.  Whatever  is  the  object  of 
the  operations  of  the  mind,  is,  it  seems,  eaten  by  the 
mind  ;  is  as  truly,  as  verily  and  indeed,  taken  and  re- 
ceived by  such  operations,  as  corporeal  food  is  by  the 
body.     Thus  if  you  meditate  on  heaven  and  the  joys 

•  Grounds,  p.  39.  t  ^bid.  p.  40. 

t  Bishop  of  Durham*8  Charge,  p.  i  1 . 
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df  the  blessed,  you  eat  heaven  and  the  joys  of  the  ^ 
blessed ;  you  take  and  receive  them  verily  and  indeed.^ 
If  you  meditate  on  bell  and  its  inhabitants,  you  eat  helLF 
and  its  inhabitants  ;  you  take  and  receive  them  verily^ 
and  indeed.    What  a  capacious  stomach  an  orthodo: 
mind  must  have !  * 

According  to  the  dietetic  language  of  the  Bishop'i 
theolog[y,  to  believe  in  Christ,  and  to  eat  the  body 


*  In  a.noto  the  learned  Prelate  directs  us  to  two  very  aQcient  tcaol 
ersy  for  the  trae  meaning  of  the  words,  to  eat  the  bocfy  aud  drink 
blood  of  Christ  (p.  44.)     Perhaps  the  anticipation  of  the  reader 
already  led  him  to  those  who  are  frequently  styled  the  fatbers  of 
church,  to  a  Chrysostom,  a  Cyril,  an  Amlnose,  ic.    No :  the 
doctors  are  of  still  greater  antiquity  :  they  lived  before  chnstianity 
preached ;  they  are  Cicero  and  Homer.     *^  We  feed  on  the  objecU.     of 
**  our  devotion,"  (i.  e.  eat  the  body  of  Christ)  *'  as  Calchas,  in  ^Jie 
"  anxiety  of  his  heart,  fed  on  his  own  thoughts ;   ipse  suum  cor  ed^^Mis, 
**  as  Cicero  translates  the  words  of  Homer."     Now  this  passage,  wlk  ^ci 
should  be  so  precious  in  the  estimation  of  every  orthodox  churchiacu, 
deserved,  I  think,  more  honourable  mention.  It  should  have  been  tr^m. 
scribed)  or  referred  to.     At  leas>t,  through  compassion  to  the  ignora^sde 
of  his  readers,  the  Bishop  should  not  have  furnished  them  with  a  deceit 
ful  clue,  by  attributing  this  discovery  in  the  art  of  feeding  to  Calohas^ 
when  it  is  due  to  Bellerophon.     I  will  trunscribe  both  the  original,  aiHf 
Cicero's  translation.     Bellerophon,  perceiving  himself  an  object  of  lis- 
treil  to  all  the  gods,  retired  into  solitude,  where  he  consumed  his  soui  k 
grief  :-— 

HtO*  0  KOL'TTJC^OlOf  TO  AXuiOy  OiOf  uXctrOy 

iXio^,  z.  301. 
Which  Cicero  thus  translates  :— 

Qui  miser  in  carapis  moerens  errabat  Aleis, 
Ipse  suum  cor  edens,  hominum  vestigia  vitans. 

Tusc.  quaes.  1.  iiL 

Now  I  think  this  a  very  unfortunate  illustration  ;  for,  first,  the  nv 
who  feeds  on  the  anxiety  of  his  own  heart,  has,  at  the  best,  but  a  wx 
meal  of  it;  and  secondly,  the  Bishop  contends,  that  to  cat  Christ  is 
believe  in  him,  to  meditate  on  him.     But  do  the  words  of  Homer  c 
Cicero  mean  that  Bellerophon  believed  in  his  soul  or  heart,  or  the 
meditated  on  it  ?    Truly,  this  is  one  of  the  difficiles  nugts  of  orthod 
and  only  serves  to  shew  that  the  time  described  by  the  pet  is  com 

When  churchmen  scripture  for  the  classics  quit — 
Polite  apostates  from  God's  grace  to  wit. 
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~  Christ,  are  two  synonymous  exprcissions.  They  denote 
one  and  the  same  thing.  Of  course,  since  acts  of  iaith 
can  be  exercised  anywhere  and  at  any  time,  Christ's 
body  may  be  eaten  anywhere  and  at  any  time :  and 
this  consequence  the  right  reverend  Prelate  candidly 
admits.  Moreover  it  will  follow,  that  Christ's  body 
will  be  eaten  by  every  "  considerate"  believer,  as  often 
as  he  repeats  the  creed  ;  and  the  same  benefits  will  be 
derived  to  the  soul  from  the  repetition  of  the  creed,  as 
from  the  sacrament.  For,  if  we  may  believe  the  cate- 
ehism,  the  benefit  derived  from  the  sacrament  is  the 
strengthening  and  refreshing  of  our  souls  by  th^body 
and  blood  of  Christ ;  and,  since  the  same  body  and 
blood  are  really  received  by  the  recital  of  the  creed,  I 
presume  the  soul  will  receive  from  it  equal  strength 
and  nourishment.  Indeed  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
creed  may  claim  the  superiority  over  the  sacrament. 
The  latter  can  only  be  administered  on  certain  occa- 
sions :  it  requires  the  assistance  of  a  clergyman,  and 
the  presence  of  another  communicant.  But  by  reciting 
the  creed,  you  may  eat  the  body  of  Christ  by  yourself 
whenever  you  please,  and  without  any  obligation  to 
others.  The  Bishop  of  Durham  has  indeed  endea- 
voured to  point  out  one  circumstance,  in  which  he 
thinks  the  sacrament  possesses  an  advantage  over  the 
creed  :  and  this  depends  on  the  theory  of  the  associa^ 
tion  of  ideas.  "  The  act  of  eating  bread,"  he  says, 
"  and  drinking  wine,  in  obedience  to  a  command  of 
•*  Christ,  and  in  remembrance  of  his  death,  easily  as- 
"  sociates  itself  in  the  mind  with  another  act  of  obe- 
**  dience  to  Christ,  that  is,  eating  the  flesh  of  Christ  as 
*'  the  bread  of  life,  and  drinking  his  blood,  without 
•*  which  we  have  no  life  in  us."  I  think,  however,  that 
all  this  iis  still  more  effectually  performed  in  the  repeti- 
tion of  the  creed  :  for  we  cannot  repeat  it  with  attention 
withoiit  exercising  an  act  of  belief  in  Christ,  and  re- 
calling to  our  minds  his  passion  and  death. 

. '  St.  Paul  assures  us  that  the  unworthy  communicant 
**  eats  and  drinks  damnation  to  himself,  not  discerning 
*'  the  Lord's  body,  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  body  and 
*'  blood  of  the  Lord.'*    These  are  strong  expressions^ 
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and  evidently  imply  a  profanation  of  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ.  But  the  doctrine  of  the  Bishop  of 
Durham  leaves  nothing  for  the  unworthy  communicant 
to  profane.  According  to  him,  the  unworthy  commu- 
nicant is  an  unbeliever  who  cannot,  or  an  inconside- 
rate christian  who  does  not,  exercise  an  act  of  faith. 
To  these,  since  it  is  faith  which  constitutes  the  pre- 
sence of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  that  body  and 
blood  are  not  present.  As  they  cannot  receive  them, 
so  they  cannot  profane  them.  They  cannot  be  guilty 
of  that  body  and  blood,  which  to  them  has  no  exist- 
ence.* 

But  are  there  no  unworthy  communicants  besides 
the  unbeliever  and  the  inconsiderate  christian  ?  The 
right  reverend  Prelate  has  often  told  us  that  to  eat  the 
body  of  Christ  is  to  "  digest  his  precepts."  Now  it 
is  well  known  that  to  many  christians  these  precepts 
are  rather  difficult  of  digestion :  and  I  think  it  possible 
that  some  communicants  may  be  very  seriously  trou- 
bled with  this  spiritual  dyspepsia.  Let  us  suppose 
such  a'one,  that  he  may  qualify  himself  for  office,  or  for 
any  other  reason,  to  receive  the  sacrament:  let  us 
suppose  him,  while  he  receives  it,  to  exercise  an  act 
of  faith,  which  is  certainly  possible,  and  which  will 
take  him  out  of  the  class  of  unbelievers,  and  that  of 
inconsiderate  christians.  Now,  I  ask,  does  this  man 
receive  worthily  or  unworthily  ?  If  worthily,  then  to 
digest  the  precepts  of  Christ  is  not  a  necessary  requi- 
site, which  contradicts  the  doctrine  of  the  Bishop  of 
Durham ;  if  unworthily,  then  the  unworthy  communi- 
cant, who  exercises  an  act  of  faith,  must  eat  the  body 

*  The  Bishop  censures  the  Vindicator  for  having  observed,  that,  ac- 
cording to  his  system,  St.  Paul  should  have  said  unworthy  comnruni- 
cants  were  deprived,  instead  of  guilty,  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ 
**  They  cannot/'  he  says,  **  be  deprived  of  what  they  have  not.  They 
**  are  without  God  and  Christ,  for  they  are  not  in  all  their  thonghts." 
It  makes  little  difference  in  the  force  of  the  Vindicator's  argument.  I 
do  not,  however,  think  it  a  very  heinous  offence  against  the  propriety 
of  language,  to  say  of  a  man,  who  through  his  own  fault  neglects  to  ac- 
quire some  great  advantage,  an  estate,  for  example,  that  he  has  deprived 
himself  of  the  estate :  but  I  do  think  it  would  be,  to  say  that  he  was 
guilty  of  the  estate. 
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of  Christ,  which  is  contrary  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
Church  of  England. 

The  true  source  of  all  these  doctrinal  inconsistencies 
11&  to  be  found  in  the  established  creed  itself.  That 
creed  teaches  that  the  true  body  of  our  Saviour  is 
really  present  in  the  sacrament,  though  that  real  pre- 
sence amounts,  in  truth,  to  a  real  absence.  This,  if 
it  be  not  sound  sense,  was  at  least  sound  policy.  Its 
original  framers  knew  that  the  christian  world  was 
divided  into  two  parties:  the  one  consisting  of  the 
Catholics  and  Lutherans,  who  contended  for  the  real 
presence  of  Christ's  body,  though  they  differed  as  to 
the  manner  of  that  presence ;  the  other  of  the  Zuin- 
^lians  and  Calvinists,  who  rejected  the  real  presence, 
^d  admitted  nothing  more  than  a  bare  figure  and  me- 
morial  of  the  death  of  Christ.  By  appearing  to  admit 
lK)th  opinions  into  different  parts  of  the  articles,  cate- 
chism, and  rubrics,  they  opened  a  door  for  proselytes 
:fi*om  either  party,  who  might  thus  become  orthodox 
churchmen,  and  still  retain  their  favourite  opinions. 
Thus  the  original  articles  published  by  the  authority 
of  Edward  VI.  contained  a  long  paragraph  against  the 
*'  real  and  bodily  presence,"  as  they  term  it ;  which 
paragraph,  though  it  was  subscribed  by  both  houses 
of  convocation  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  was  omitted 
by  the  command  of  that  female  head  of  the  church. 
**  The  design  of  government,"  says  Burnet,  **  was  at 
"  that  time  much  turned  to  the  drawing  over  the  body 
"  of  the  nation  to  the  reformation,  in  whom  the  old 
*•  leaven  had  gone  deep ;  and  no  part  of  it  deeper  than 
"  the  belief  of  the  corporeal  presence  of  Christ  in  the 
*'  sacrament;  therefore  it  was  thought  not  expedient 
"  to  offend  them  by  so  particular  a  definition  in  this 
"  matter,  in  which  the  very  word,  real  presence,  was 
**  rejected."*  In  like  manner,  in  the  second  Book  of 
Common  Prayer,  published  by  Edward  VI.  was  in- 

♦  Burnet,  Exposition  of  the  XXXIX  Articles,  p.  308.  "  This  part 
**  of  the  article  was  omitted  in  1562,  probably  with  a  view  to  give  less 
'',  oflence  to  those  who  maintained  the  corporeal  presence,  and  to  com- 
*  prehend  as  many  as  possible  in  the  established  church.^'  Bishop  of 
Lincoln's  Elements  of-  Christian  Theology,  vol*  ii.  p.  483. 
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Mited  a  long  rulNric,  rejecting  ''  all  adoration  unto  any 
'^  real  and  essential  presence  of  Christ's  natural  fledft 
'*  and  blood."  This  also  was  laid  aside  by  order  of 
Elizabeth.  ''  It  being  the  queen's  design/'  says 
Wheatly,  **  (as  I  have  already  observed  more  than 
^*  once)  to  unite  the  nation  as  much  as  she  could 
''  in  one  faith,  it  was  therefore  recommended  to  the 
^  divines  to  see  there  should  be  no  definition  made 
**  against  the  aforesaid  notion,  but  that  it  should  re- 
''  main  as  a  speculative  opinion  not  determined,  but  in 
"  which  every  one  might  be  left  to  the  freedom  of  his 
''own  mind."*  King  James  imitated  the  caution  of 
his  predecessor ;  and  when  he  commissioned  Bishq) 
Overal,  then  Dean  of  St.  PauVs,  to  add  to  the  cate- 
chism the  explanation  of  the  sacraments,  was  carefiil 
that  the  real  presence  should  be  taught  in  such  man- 
ner as  might  satisfy  the  patrons  of  that  doctrine.  Let 
us  examine  the  words  of  the  catechism. 

In  it  we  are  told  that  '*  the  inward  part  of  the  sa- 
crament, .or  the  thing  signified,  is  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ :"  by  which  is  meant  the  real  body 
that  was  broken,  and  the  real  blood  that  was  shed  for 
us,  according  to  the  Bishop  of  Durham.  We  are 
next  told  that  **  this  same  body  and  blood,"  the  thing 
signified,  *'  are  verily  and  indeed  taken  and  received 
**  by  the  faithful  in  the  Lord's  supper."  But  how  can 
this  be,  if  they  be  not  there  ?  The  words  taken  and 
received  evidently  allude  to  the  actions  of  taking  the 
bread  and  the  cup  into  the  hands,  and  of  receiving 
them  by  the  mouth.  If  then,  when  you  take  the 
bread  into  your  hands,  you  take  the  real  body  of 
Christ,  and  when  you  take  the  cup  into  your  hands, 
you  take  the  real  blood  of  Christ,  does  it  not  follow 
that  the  real  body  and  blood  of  Christ  must  be  there? 
^uch,  at  least,  is  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  words ; 
and  if  it  be  the  obvious,  it  must  be  the  true  meaning : 

*  Wheatlj*,  Illustration  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  p.  3S4. 
That  which  ic  was  then  lawful  for  every  man  to  do  according  to  his 
own  judgment,  is  now  bj  the  Bishop  of  Duriiam  declared  to  be  idcdauy* 
The  rubric  was  re-inserted  in  1661,  with  this  alteration,  that  coryntd 
presence  was  substituted  ibr  real  and  €9sential  presence* 
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^  the  catechiflm  was  not  written  to  be  the  subject  of 
logical  and  grammatical  disquisition.  It  was  intended 
for  the  instruction  of  children  and  the  unlearned :  its 
language  must  of  course  be  supposed  easy  and  per- 
^icuous:.  and  the  meaning  which  naturally  presents 
itself  to  the  reader  must  be  considered  as  the  meaning 
originally  intended  by  him  who  composed,  and  those 
'Yfho  authorized  it.  In  any  other  supposition  you  con- 
vict both  of  duplicity  or  folly. 

I  shall,  perhaps,  be  told,  that  these  and  similar  pas- 
sages should  be  explained  by  the  twenty-eighth  article, 
"which  clearly  shews  in  what  sense  the  church  of  Eng- 
land understands  the  real  presence.  I  think,  however, 
that  from  the  cautious  manner  in  which  that  article  is 
"worded,  an  argument  may  be  deduced  in  favour  of  the 
Catholic  doctrine.  The  words  are,  **  the  body  of 
^'  Christ  is  given,  taken,  and  eaten  in  the  supper,  only 
"  after  a  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner."  Be  it  so. 
Catholics  say  as  much.  But  does  this  heavenly  and 
spiritual  manner  prevent  it  from  being  the  real  body 
that  was  broken,  and  the  real  blood  that  was  shed  for 
us  ?  If  so,  that  which  is  taken  and  received  in  the 
9aqrament  may  be  the  influence  of  Christ's  body  and 
blood,  the  graces  which  he  has  purchased  for  us,  the 
title  to  a  heavenly  inheritance,  or  any  thing  else  that 
it  may  please  the  ingenuity  of  our  adversaries  to  sug- 
gest :  but  it  certainly  is  not  the  inward  part  or  thing 
signified,  which,  according  to  the  catechism,  is  the 
real  body  and  the  real  blood  of  Christ.  But  if,  on  the 
contrary,  this  spiritual  manner  does  not  exclude  the 
reality  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  then  my  for- 
mer argument  remains  in  all  its  force.  And  here  I 
may  ol^rve,  that  the  article  says  more  than  the  cate- 
chism. It  says  that  the  body  of  Christ  is  given,  as 
well  as  taken  and  eaten,  in  the  Lord's  supper.  As  the 
action  of  giving  is  prior  to  that  of  taking  and  eating, 
the  body  of  Christ  must  exist  in  the  sacrament  before 
it  is  taken  and  eaten  by  the  communicant.  ''The 
*'  mean  by  which  it  is  taken  and  eaten  is  faith."  But 
by  what  mean  is  it  given  ?  On  this  head  the  article  is 
lilent:  and,  I  think,  with  some  reason.     For  it  cannot 
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be  given  by  faith.  To  exercise  an  act  of  faith  "  is  to 
**  eat  Christ  \'  and  undoubtedly  to  eat,  and  to  give  to 
another  to  eat,  are  two  very  different  things. 

The  same  doctrine,  of  really  giving  in  the  sacrament 
the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  to  the  faithful,  I  find  in 
Dean  Nowell's  Catechism  for  Schools,  first  published 
in  1570.  Corpus  et  sanguis  Christijidelibus  in  ccena  do- 
mini  prsebentur,  ab  illisque  accipiuntur^  comeduntur  et  bi- 
buntur,  ccelesti  tantum  et  spirituali  modo,  veri  tamen  atque 
reipsa.*  So  that,  when  it  was  asserted,  by  a  Catholic 
controvertist,  that,  according  to  the  established  doc- 
trine, the  bread  of  the  supper  is  but  a  figure  of  Christ, 
Bishop  Montague  had  some  reason  to  answer,  '^  Is 
'*  but  sign  or  figure,  and  no  more !  Strange !  And 
"  yet  our  formal  words  are,  This  is  my  body  ;  this  is  my 
"  blood.  This  is  is  more  than  this  figureth,  or  designeth. 
**  A  bare  figure  is  but  a  phantasm.  He  gave  substance 
**  and  really  subsisting  essence^  who  said,  this  is  my 
"  body;  this  is  my  blood." f  I  know  that  both  this 
divine,  and  others  who  have  held  a  similar  language, 
have  on  other  occasions  taught  the  contrary  doctrine ; 
but  this  corroborates  my  assertion,  since  it  shews  that, 
in  endeavouring  to  defend  the  tenets  of  the  established 
creed,  they  were  compelled  first  to  acknowledge  a 
real  presence,  and  then  to  explain  it  away,  till  it  meant 
a  real  absence. 

As  Archbishop  Wake  is  one  of  the  infallible  doc- 
tors, from  whose  decision  the  right  reverend  Prelate 
will  not  allow  Catholics  to  appeal,  I  have  been  curious 
to  learn  what  were  his  sentiments  on  this  important 
subject.  In  his  catechism,  entitled  The  Principles  of 
the  Christian  Religion  explained,  he  asks  this  ques- 
tion :  Are  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  really  distri- 
buted to  every  communicant,  in  this  sacrament  ?  The 
answer  is  in  the  negative.  *'  No,  they  are  not.  For 
**  then  every  communicant,  whether  prepared  or  not, 
"  would  alike  receive  Christ's  body  and  blood  there." 
But,  allow  me  to  ask,  is  not  this  doctrine  contradic- 
tory to  the  article?    The  article  says,  the  body  of 

*  P.  59.  t  New  Gag,  p.  250.  anno  1(524. 
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Christ  is  given :  the  Archbishop's  catechism,  that  it  is 
not-given.     Nor  let  it  be  said,  that  the  article  speaks 
of  the  faithful  only,  while  the  catechism  speaks  of 
every  communicant.      For  the  rest    of   the   answer 
shews  that  it  refers  to  every  communicant  distribu- 
tively,  and  includes  the  faithful  as  well  as  the  unfaith- 
ful.    "  That  which  is  given  by  the  priest  to  the  com- 
*'  municant  is,  as  to  its  nature,  the  same  after  the  con- 
"  secration  that  it  was  before,  viz.  bread  and  wine; 
"  only  altered  as  to  its  me  and  signification."    The 
next  question  is  one  which  very  naturally  occurs.   "  If 
"  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  be  not  really  given, 
"  and  distributed  by  the  priest,  how  can  they  be  verily 
"  and  indeed  taken  and  received  by  the  faithful  com- 
'*  municai^t?"    Before  I  transcribe  the  answer,  I  must 
observe,  this  question  proves,  that  according  to  the 
Archbishop,  and  in  opposition  to  the  article,  the  body 
of  Christ  is  not  given  even  to  the  faithful  communicant. 
The  following  is  his  answer :   *'  That  which  is  given 
by  the  priest  is,  as  to  its  substance,  bread  and  wine : 
as  to  its  sacramental  nature  and  signification,  it  is 
*'  the  figure,  or  representation,  of  Christ's*  body  and 
**  blood,  which  was  broken  and  shed  for  us.    The  very 
"  body  and  blood  of  Christ  as  yet  it  is  not.     But  being 
'*  with  faith  and  piety  received  by  the  communicant, 
it  becomes  to  him,  by  the  blessing  of  God,  and  the 
grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  the  very  body  and  blood  of 
*'  Christ.''    Here  at  last  we  have  undoubtedly  a  real 
presence.     The  figure  or  representation  of  Christ's 
body  and  blood,  which,  as  yet,  was  not  the  very  body 
and  blood  of  Christ,  at  last  becomes  his  very  body  and 
blood.     Is  not  this  at  least  a  change  of  thejtread  and 
wine  into  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  ?     Reader,  be 
not  so  easily  imposed  upon.     The  whole  is  nothing 
more  than  a  theological  phantasmagoria.      Ask  the 
Archbishop  how  the  bread  and  wine  becomes  to  the 
faithful  and  worthy  communicant  the  very  body  and 
blood  of  Christ,  and  he  will  answer  you,  **  As  it  enti- 
^^  ties  him  to  a  part  in  the  sacrifice  of  his  death,  and  to 
**  the  benefits  thereby  procured  to  all  his  faithful  and 
^*  obedient  servants."    Thus,  in  the  short  space  of  three 
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lines,  the  verj  body  and  blood  of  Christ  vanish  a\¥ay, 
and  leave  in  their  place  a  mere  title  to  spiritual  bene* 
fits.  Thus  do  we  learn,  that,  after  all  that  the  metro- 
politan had  said  about  the  very  body  and  blood  of 
Christ,  he  meant  no  such  thing  as  the  body  and  blood 
of  Christ,  but  only  a  right  to  a  part  in  the  sacrifice  of 
his  death ! 

It  may,  perhaps,  have  been  owing  to  the  prejudices 
of  a  popish  education,  but  it  was  a  long  time  before  I 
could  form  a  distinct  notion  of  the  meaning  attached 
by  orthodox  writers  to  this  expi^ession  :  "  a  real  pre 
"  sence  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  after  a  spi* 
"  ritual  manner."  My  ignorance  was  at  last  dispelled 
by  the  luminous  distinction  of  Bishop  Taylor,  betweeil 
the  signification  of  the  word  spiritual  in  orthodox,  and 
its  signification  in  popish  language.  ^'  By  spiritually 
"  present  the  papists  mean  present  after  the  manner  of 
•'  a  spirit :  we  mean,  present  to  our  spirits  only."* 
But  what  kind  of  a  real  presence  is  that,  which  is  nei- 
ther after  the  manner  of  a  body,  nor  after  the  mannef 
of  a  spirit?  According  to  this  doctrine,  Christ's  body 
and  blood  are  no  otherwise  present  in  the  eucharist, 
than  the  invisible  lady  was  present  in  the  chest :  that 
is,  they  are  present  to  the  apprehension  of  the  commu- 
nicant, but  in  reality  absent. 

Such,  reader,  are  some  of  the  reasons  which  induced 
me  to  make  the  assertion  that  has  given  so  much  of- 
fence to  the  Bishop  of  Durham  ;  and  when  thou  consi- 
derest,  that  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  doctrine,  which 
I  have  ventured  to  oppose,  is  contradictory  to  itself; 
that,  of  its  expositors,  scarcely  two  can  agree  in  the 
jsame  interpretation ;  and  that  however  zealous  they 
may  at  first  appear  in  the  defence  of  a  real  presence, 
they  always  end  by  maintaining  a  real  absence,  I  trust 
thou  wilt  conclude,  that  my  opinion  was  not  rashly  and 
precipitately  formed. 

In  conclusion,  should  aught  occur  in  the  preceding 

Eages,  that  can  give  pain  to  the  feelings  of  any  sincere 
eUever  in  the  established  creed,  I  am  sorry  for  it. 

*  Qaoted  by  Wake,  Discourse  of  the  holy  Eucharist,  p.  66. 
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circumstances  in  which  I  am  placed  must  be  my 
ogy.  It  were  hard  indeed,  if,  in  repelling  an  un- 
aggression,  I  were  not  allowed,  occasionally  at 
,  to  aim  a  blow  at  my  adversary.  The  blame,  if 
16  there  be,  must  rest  with  those  who  provoked 
K>ntest,  and  who  have  hitherto  conducted  it,  I  must 
with  asperity  and  intemperance.  If  the  learned 
ate  and  his  advocate^  are  still  determined  to  con- 
^  the  discussion,  ^hy  shoiitd  it  liot  be  continued  in 
ipirit  of  christian  moderation,  and  christian  cha- 
f  Let  them  recollect,  that  some  respect  is  due  to 
>pinions  and  feelings  of  the  majority  of  the  chris- 
world.  Let  them  not  arrogate  to  themselves  the 
isive  possession  of  intellect  and  knowledge :  nor, 
le  credit  of  a  superiority  to  which  they  have  no 
1,  presume  to  treat  their  adversaries  with  insolence 
contempt.  Above  all,  let  them  be  true :  let  thefigt 
I  etir  doctrine  as  it  is :  and  then,  if  they  can,  let 
t  refute  it  with  temperance  and  candour.  Contro- 
f,  conducted  in  this  manner,  will  be  no  disgrace! 
\  authors,  and  may  contribute  to  the  discovery  or 
ajgitttion  of  truth :  but  if  they  refuse  to  condescend 
equitable  a  request,  they  must  abide  the  conse- 
ces.  I  trust  the  catholic  body  will  always  contain 
srs  both  able  and  willing  to  teach  illiberality  to 
1^  and  to  expose  the  artifices  of  misrepresentation. 
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We  learn  from  the  mythology  of  the  ancients,  fhat 
Jason  had  no  sooner  sowq,  the  teeth  of  the  dragon,  than 
each  tooth  grew  up  into  a  warrior.  In  like  mann^ 
the  Right  Reverend  Prelate  preached  his  Charge,  and 
from  each  paragraph  seems  to  have  started  a  champion. 
Already  have  I  had  to  encounter  Elijah  Index,  and  the 
Durham  Clergyman,  and  Mr.  Faber,  and  Mr.  Le  Me- 
surier,  and  the  Bishop  of  Durham, 

Stiphelumque,  Bromumque, 
Antimachumque,  Hclimumque,  securiferumque  PyracmoD. 

Now  to  this  phalanx  of  worthies,  I  have  to  add  a  new 
hero,  a  Parochial  Minister  of  the  diocese  of  Durham. 
This  gentleman  conceives  himself  selected  by  Heaven 
as  a  second  David  to  encounter  the  popish  man  of 
Gath :  and,  in  imitation  of  his  prototype,  advances 
into  the  field  with  five  stones  in  his  scrip,  which  he 
denominates  letters,*  and  with  which  he  threatens  to 
break  the  head  of  his  uncircumcised  antagonist.  Now, 

•  See  A  Defence  of  the  Doctrine  and  Worship  of  the  Church  of 
England,  in  Five  Letters  addressed  to  the  x\uthor  of  a  Letter  to  a 
Clergyman  of  the  Diocese  of  Durham,  p.  2.  When  I  consider  the 
number  of  writers  who  have  undertaken  to  refute  the  Remsftks  on  the 
Bishop  of  Durham's  Charge,  I  begin  to  suspect  that  there  is  somethinf 
more  in  that  little  tract  than  appears  at  first  sight. 
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liough  I  am  not  very  apprehensive  as  to  the  issue  of 
he  contest,  I  must  oeg  permission  to  enter  my  protest 
gainst  the  principle  on  wKich  it  has  been  undertaken. 
Lhe  modern  David  is  not  commissioned  by  Saul,  but 
►y  himself:  he  believes  himself  bound  by  his  ordina- 
ion  to  attack  me.  But  the  principle  equally  applies 
o  every  clergyman  of  the  Established  Church ;  and 
irere  it  once  admitted,  every  clergyman  of  the  Estab- 
ished  Church  would  be  embattled  against  me  :  thou- 
ands  of  arms  would  be  raised  to  throw  their  stones  at 
ae  :  and  I  must  inevitably  sink  under  the  weight  and 
aultitude,  though  I  were  possessed  of  the  strength  and 
tature  of  the  champion  of  the  Philistines. 

If  the  real  object  of  the  parochial  minister  be  to 
»raise  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  he  acts  wisely.  The 
lious  liberality  of  our  Catholic  forefathers  has  enabled 
bat  Prelate  to  provide  amply  for  the  wants  and  con- 
eodences  of  his  advocates ;  and  I  sincerely  trust  that 
te  will  not  prove  a  second  Saul  to  this  orthodox  Da- 
id.  But,  if  the  object  of  the  writer  be,  as  he  asserts 
lis,  to  vindicate  from  misrepresentation  the  doctrine 
f  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  I  can  inform  him  that  he 
Fill  not  succeed.  That  Prelate  had  condemned,  in 
he  most  pointed  terms,  the  Catholic  doctrine  respect- 
ag  good  works.  Had  I  not  then  a  right  to  impute  to 
im  the  contradictory  doctrine  ?  But,  says  David, 
uch  is  not  his  real  opinion.  Be  it  so:  the  conse- 
[uence  will  be,  either  that  the  bishop  misrepresented 
lis  own,  or  that  he  was  ignorant  of  our  doctrine.  My 
Dgeuious  opponent  may  select  either  of  the  two  con- 
lusions.     Neither  can  reflect  disgrace  upon  me. 

"What  is  it  that  the  parochial  minister  wishes  tc 
lirove  against  the  Remarker  ?  That  the  solifidian 
enet  is  not  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England  ? 
3e  acknowledges  that  it  is  contained  in  the  articles. 
That  it  is  not  a  doctrine  pregnant  with  the  most  per- 
licious  consequences  ?  He  confesses  that  it  is,  when 
lot  rightly  understood ;  but  contends,  that  the  Bishop 
>f  Durham  has  so  explained  it,  as  to  render  it  perfectly 
adOcuous,  by  shewing  that  with  faith  must  be  united 
:he  practice  of  good  works.   Now,  admitting  this,  what 
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more  will  it  proye  than  the  accuracy  of  my  assertioahir. 
that  protestant  theologians  y  had  learned  to  blush  att 
the  extravagance  of  this  sblifidian  doctrine ;  and  hf 
the  aid  of  ingenious  distinctions,  had  endeavottred  to 
expound  it  in  a  sense  more  agreeable  to  reason,  and 
less  dangerous  to  morality  ?''*  The  obvious  meatung 
of  the  doctrine,  that  ''we  are  saved  by  feiith  without 
<<  good  works/'  cannot  escape  the  dullest  understand- 
ing.   It  is  too  favourable  to  the  passions  not  to  be 
easily  comprehended.    Yet,  if  we  ask  an  orthodor 
theologian,  whether,  if  our  faith  be  without  works,  ire 
can  be  saved,  he  will  answer  in  the  negative.    To  re- 
concile these  two  assertions,  that  ''  we  are  saved  bf 
''  faith  without  works,''  and  ''  that  a  faith  vnthout 
*' virorks  cannot  save  us,"  let  us  have  recourse  to  die 
distinctions  recommended  by  the  Bishop  of  Durham. 
''  To  be  saved  by  faith,  without  works,  that  is,  mdb 
''  aperum  adjumentOj  has  a  very  different  meaning  fiom 
''  being  saved  by  faith  without  works,  that  is,  per^fidm 
''  infructuosam.    In  the  first  sense,  vnthtna  works  is  Ae 
**  attribute  of  the  verb ;  in  the  second,  it  is  the  attii* 
''  biite  of  the  noun.  The  difference  is  still  more  striking 
*'  in  Greek.     We  are  saved  ^  wr^j,  <mw  s^ym.  but  not 
<*  iia  vistv?  Tuj  MEv  i^w^     For,  we  are  saved  by  faith,— 
**  without  works ;  but  not  by  the  faith  that  is  without 
"  works."!  Now  I  appeal  to  the  reader,  whether  it  be 
likely  that  God  should  reveal,  for  the  belief  of  the 
Church  of  England,  doctrines  which  cannot  be  ci- 
plained  properly,  except  in  Latin  and  Greek  ?   I  thought 
it  had  been  the  privilege  of  the  people  of  England  to 
have  their  articles,  as  well  as  their  scriptures,  in  thdr 
native  tongue.     I  will,  however,  endeavour  to  illustrate 
these  distinctions,  by  an  example  which  will  be  moie 
readily  understood.     Suppose  an  orthodox  theologian 
to  assert,  that,  at  the  battle  of  Vimiera,  the  French 
were  beaten  by  the  English  without  clothes.     If  he  be 
desired  to  explain  his  meaning,  his  answer  will  be  as 

*  Letter  to  a  Clergyman,  p.  65. 

t  Bishop  of  Ourham's  Charge,  quoted  by  the  Author  of  the  DdEnei 
of  (ho  Dootrino,  &c.  p.  22. 
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Ibllows.  "  To  be  beaten  by  the  English  without 
•*  clothes,  that  is,  ab  Anglis,  nullo  vestimentorum  adju- 
mento,  has  a  very  different  meaning  from  being  beat^ 
en  by  the  English  without  clothes,  that  is,  ab  Anglis 
**  ntidis.  In  the  first  sense,  without  clothes,  id  the 
**  attribute  of  the  verb :  in  the  second,  it  is  the  attri- 
**  bute  of  the  noun.  The  difference  is  still  more 
**  striking  in  Greek.    The  French  were  beaten  ««o  t«» 

•'  AyyXuf^  avtv  ifjMTtui  but  UOt  ^'^^  '''*"'  Ayy^uf  ruv  aitu  iixariuf^  hv  tho 

*'  English — without  clothes ; — but  not  by  the  English 
*'  that  were  without  clothes."  If  by  this  illustration  I 
shall  have  contributed  to  render  the  solifidian  doctrine 
less  liable  to  be  misinterpreted,  I  shall  think  I  have 
served  the  cause  of  morality. 

According  to  the  Catholic  doctrine,  "  we  are  saved 
**  by  faith,  which  worketh  by  love."  This  doctrine  is 
scriptural,*  and  is  not  contradictory  to  the  explanations 
which  we  give  of  it.  It  perhaps  had  been  well  if  the 
new  apostles  had  adopted  it :  but  then  they  would  not 
have  had  the  merit  of  reforming.  It  was,  therefore, 
resolved  that  we  should  be  justified  by  faith  only,! 
though  St.  James  says,  we  are  not  justified  by  faith 
only.;};  The  magnanimitj^^  of  Luther  made  light  of  the 
difficulty.  The  writer  of  that  epistle,  he  exclaimed,  is 
a  blockhead :  it  shall  no  longer  be  a  part  of  the  scrip- 
tures ;  and  expunged  it  from  his  Bible.  But  our  re- 
formers were  still  more  magnanimous.  They  declared 
that  the  article  should  be  orthodox  doctrine,  and  that 
the  epistle  should  still  be  scripture.  To  their  succes* 
sors  they  left  the  important  task  of  reconciling  them 
together. 

With  this  short  answer  I  must  request  my  new  an- 
tagonist to  be  satisfied.  Without  meaning  any  disre- 
spect to  him,  I  must  be  allowed  to  attend  to  the  Bishop. 
That  Prelate  has  threatened  to  send  his  clergy  several 
more  letters  similar  to  the  last ;  and  it  would  be  inde- 
corous in  me  to  leave  the  diocesan  for  the  parochial 
minister. 

*  Gal.  V.  6.        t  Article  11.        J  St.  James,  1 1. 24. 
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INTRODUCTIOJJ. 


PHE  object  of  the  following  pages  is  to  ascertain 
rhat  were  the  sentiments  of  former  British  catholics 
Bspecting  the  temporal  power  of  the  popes.  With 
lis  view  the  writer  has  collected  a  series  of  au- 
tientic  documents  from  the  era  of  the  Norman 
onquest  to  the  reign  of  his  present  majesty.  Many 
f  them  are  drawn  from  sources  not  accessible  to 
lie  generality  of  readers ;  all,  he  trusts,  will  on 
erusal  be  found  interesting  and  instructive. 

By  some  a  publication  of  this  nature  may  per- 
stps  be  deemed  unnecessary.  The  justice  or  ex- 
^diency  of  the  catholic  claims  cannot  depend  on 
.^  political   or  religious   opinions  of  former  ages. 

the  present  generation  can  prove  that  they  en- 
■rtain  no  sentiments   hostile  to  the  constitution — 

while  they  acknowledge  the  spiritual  supremacy 
the  bishop  of  Rome,  they  refuse  him  all  civil 
tthority  within  the  British  empire,— it  matters  lit- 
^  whether  on  these  subjects  their  ancestors  did 
^  did  not  think  as  they  do.  They  are  not  to  be 
^  punished  for  the  sins  of  men,  whose  bones  have 
*tig  since  crumbled  into  dust. 

But,  though  this  reasoning  be  just,  experience 
^ews  that  to  all  minds  it  has  not  proved  equally 
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convincing.     Of  our  protestant  fellow-subjects  there 
are  many,  who  have  formed  such  alarming  notions 
of  the  papal  power,  and  find  it  so  difficult  to  se- 
parate   the   idea   of  civil    authority  from    that    of 
spiritual  jurisdiction,  that  they  still  view  with  con- 
siderable jealousy  our  doctrine  of  the  papal  supre- 
macy.    On  this  account  it  may  not  perhaps  be  useless 
to  shew,  that  the   opinions  of  former  British  Ca* 
tholics  were  in   unison  vnth  the   oaths  and  decla- 
rations of  their   descendants  at   the  present   day: 
and  that  they,  no  less  than  ourselves,  have  on  manj 
occasions,  in  terms  equally  significant,  professed  their 
belief  that   "  the  pope   of  Rome   neither  hath  nor 
*'  ought  to  have  any  civil  or  temporal  jurisdiction, 
"  power,  superiority,  or  pre-eminence»  directly  or  in- 
*'  directly,  within  this  realm/' 
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DOCUMENTS 


BEFORE 


THE   REFORMATION. 


The  first  document  to  which  the  reader's  attention 
is  requested,  is  a  letter  from  William  the  Conqueror  to 
Gregory  VII. — Hubert,  the  pope's  legate,  had  solicited 
the  king  to  remit  to  Rome  the  amount  of  the  Peter- 
pence,  which  had  been  annually  paid  by  his  Anglo- 
Saxon  predecessors,  and  to  do  homage  to  the  apostolic 
see  for  the  crown  of  England.  In  the  first  of  these 
demands,  William  readily  acquiesced :  the  second  he 
as  firmly  resisted,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  an  un- 
founded claim,  derogatory  from  the  independence  of 
the  English  crown.    The  following  was  his  answer. 

"  To  Gregory,  the  most  excellent  pastor  of  the  holy 
*'  church,  William,  by  the  Grace  of  God,  king  of  Eng- 
*'  land,  and  Duke  of  Normandy,  sends  health  and 
'*  friendship. — Your  legate   Hubert,  religious  father. 


"  has  admonished  me  on  your  part  to  do  homage  to 
"  you  and  your  successors ;  and  to  think  better  re- 
"  specting  the  money  which  my  predecessors  were 
"  accustomed  to  send  to  the  Roman  church.  Of  these 
"  demands,  one  1  have  granted  ;  the  other  I  have  re- 
"  fused.  Homage  I  would  not,  nor  will  I  do.  Fori 
"  did  not  promise  it  myself;  nor  can  1  learn  that  it 
"  was  ever  done  by  my  predecessors  to  yours.  As  to 
"  the  money,  during  the  three  years  I  have  been  in 
*'  Gaul,  it  has  been  very  negligently  collected.  But 
"  now  that  by  the  divine  mercy  I  am  returned  to  my 
"  kingdom,  what  is  in  my  hands  shall  be  sent  by  the 
"  legate,  and  the  remainder,  when  an  opportunity 
"offers,  by  the  messengers  of  Archbishop  Lanfranc.  i 
"  Pray  for  us,  and  the  state  of  our  kingdom  ;  for  our 
"  predecessors  loved  your  predecessors,  and  we  our- 
"  selves  desire  sincerely  to  love,  and  obediently  to 
"  hear  you  above  all  others.*" 

From  this  answer  it  may  be  justly  inferred  that 
William  and  his  council,  though  they  acknowledged 
the  spiritual  supremacy  of  the  pope,  did  not  believe 
that  supremacy  to  conier  any  temporal  superiority  on 
its  possessor.  The  inference  will  appear  evident  from 
the  grounds  on  which  alone  they  conceive  it  possible 
that  the  papal  claims  should  rest ;  either  the  promise 
of  the  king  himself,  or  the  practice  of  his  predeceaadiit 
That  Gregory  should  pretend  to  a  temporal  superiority 
on  apcount  of  his  ecclesiastical  pre-emineiice  was  Bfi 
i^&^j  which  either  did  not  present  itself  to  their  minda, 
or  which  waa  instantly  dismissed  as  unworthy  of  no- 
tice- 

8.  The  frequent  attempts  of  Edward  I.  to  sub^a- 

f»te  the  kini^om  of  Scotland,  are  well  known.  Jixa^ 
ia  third  expediticw  in  1301,  he  received  a  letter  proa 
the  pope,  Boniface  VHI.,  in  which  that  pontiff  dec^i4 
that  Scotland  was  a  fief  of  the  holy  see,  and  rec^mjijd 
£dward  to  desist  from  force,  and  pursue  his  (^aim  m 
the  court  of  Rome.    To  so  extraordinary  a  reqi^iisi^w 
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the  king  paid  no  regard «  But  the  papal  message  was 
laid  before  the  parliament  at  Lincoln,  and  from  the  an- 
swer of  that  assembly  I  shall  transcribe  such  passages 
as  may  serve  to  shew,  what  were  at  that  time  the  sen- 
timents of  the  English  barons  with  respect  to  the 
temporal  interference  of  the  popes. 

"  To  the  most  holy  father  in  Christ,  the  Lord  Boni- 
•*  face,  by  divine  Providence  chief  bishop  of  the  holy 
^  Roman  church,  John,  Earl  of  Warren,  and  one  hun- 
"  dred  and  five  other  barons,  send  greeting.  It  is  well 
*  known  to  us  and  to  many  others,  most  holy  father, 
*'  that  the  kingdom  of  Scotland  never  did,  nor  does, 
^'  by  any  right  whatever,  belong  in  temporals  to  the 
^*  Roman  church.  Nor  have  the  kings  of  England,  on 
account  of  the  independent  pre-eminence  of  their 
royal  dignity,  and  a  custom  at  all  times  inviolably 
*'  observed,  ever  pleaded,  or  been  bound  to  plead,  with 
*'  respect  to  their  right  to  the  kingdom  aforesaid,  or  to 
their  other  temporal  rights,  before  any  ecclesiastical 
or  secular  judge  whatsoever. 

Having,  therefore,  diligently  deliberated  on  the 
contents  of  your  letter,  it  is,  and  by  the  grace  of  God 
•*  shall  always  be,  our  common  and  unanimous  resolve, 
^*  that  with  respect  to  the  rights  of  his  kingdom  of 
^  Scotland,  or  any  other  his  temporal  rights,  our  afore- 
'*  Aaid  lord  the  king  shall  not  plead  before  you,  nor 
submit  to  any  trial,  nor  inquiry,  nor  send  any  mes- 
sengers or  procurators  to  your  court :  especially  as 
such  proceedings  would  be  to  the  manifest  dishe- 
rison of  the  rights  of  the  crown  of  England  and  the 
royal  dignity,  the  evident  subversion  of  the  sove- 
reignty of  the  kingdom,  and  the  prejudice  of  the 
liberties,  customs,  and  laws,  which  we  have  inherited 
'*  from  our  fathers ;  to  the  observance  and  defence  of 
'*  which  we  are  bound  by  our  oaths,  and  which  we 
*•  will  continue  to  hold  to  the  best  of  our  power,  and, 
-*'  With  the  assistance  of  God,  will  defend  with  all  our 
'*  strength.  Neither  do  we,  nor  will  we  in  any  manner 
'*  permit,  as  we  neither  can  nor  ought  to  permit,  our 
*'  lord  the  king  to  do,  or  attempt  to  do,  any  of  the 
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"  things  aforesaid,  even  were  he  ever  so  desirous  to  do 
"  them."* 

After  the  perusal  of  these  passages  the  reader,  I 
have  no  doubt,  will  agree  with  me,  that  the  distinction 
between  the  spiritual  supremacy  and  the  temporal 
power  of  the  pope  is  not  a  discovery  of  modern  catho- 
lics, but  was  perfectly  understood  by  our  ancestors, 
who  thus,  five  centuries  ago.  while  they  admitted  the 
one,  in  the  most  public  and  determined  manner  re- 
jected the  other. 

The  sentiments  which  were  at  this  time  expressed 
by  the  English,  appear  also  to  have  animated  the  Scot- 
tish barons.     When  Edward  II.  enforced  the  claims 
of  his  father,  the  pope,  John  XXII.  espoused  his  cause, 
and  even  excommunicated  Robert  Bruce,  for  having    ■ 
broken  his  oath  of  fealty  to  the  English  king.     The    i 
barons  of  Scotland  assembled  at  Aberbroth,  and  wrote    ' 
an  expostulatory  letter  to  the  pontiff.    In  this  they  ac- 
knowledged him  for  the  vicar  of  Christ  upon  earth: 
and  as  such  they  promise  to  obey  him,  but  only  so  far 
as  they  are  bound  to  obey.     They  tell  him  that  they  are    ' 
fighting  for  their  liberty,  and  will  fight  for  it  till  death ;    ' 
that  they  leave  the  decision  of  their  quarrel  to  the  Al- 
mighty, their  Lord  and  Judge  :  and  cite  him,  unless  he 
abandon  the  cause  of  the  king  of  England,  to  answer 
before  that  tribunal  for  all  the  blood  that  may  be  shed, 
and  the  crimes  that  may  be  committed  in  the  prosecQ- 
tion  of  BO  unfounded  a  claim.f 

-  3.  In  the  year  1302,  William  of  Gainsborough  was 
promoted  to  the  bishoprick  of  Worcester.  The  bull  of 
institution  was,  as  usual,  directed  to  the  new  bishop, 
but  it  contained  the  following  unusual  clause  :  "  We 
commit  to  thy  charge  the  spiritualties  and  temporaltia 
of  the  said  bishopric."  The  insertion  of  the  word  tern- 
poraltks  alarmed  the  jealousy  of  the  king,  who  consi- 
dered it  as  an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  the  crown.  TSe 
bishop  was  immediately  summoned  before  Edward  qbd 

•  Collier,  Church  Hist  torn.  1.  p.  725,  No.  xliv. 
t  Bumet.Uist.  vol.  2.  Recoras,  No.  10.  p.  109. 
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council,  condemned  in  a  fine  of  one  thousand  marks 
for  having  received  the  bull,  and  compelled  to  renounce 
publicly  the  obnoxious  clause,  and  to  declare  that  he 
ield  his  temporalties  of  no  one  but  the  king.* 
•  It  is  probably  to  this  incident  that  we  are  to  ascilbe 
i3ie  origin  of  a  custom  inviolably  observed  in  the  suc- 
ceeding reigns  till  the  reformation.  The  bishop  elect, 
as  soon  as  he  had  received  his  bull  of  institution,  ap- 
peared before  the  king  or  his  deputy,  and  in  his  pre- 
sence abjured  every  clause  in  the  bull  that  could  be 
prejudicial  to  the  temporal  rights  of  the  crown.  The 
abjuration  was  required  from  foreigners,  as  well  as  na- 
tives :  even  cardinals  residing  in  the  court  of  Rome 
were  not  exempted.  Of  this  we  have  a  remarkable 
instance  in  the  cardinal  Adrian,  who  in  reward  of  his 
former  services  was  promoted  by  Henry  VII.  to  the 
bishopric  of  Ba,th  and  Wells,  and  inconsequence  made 
the  usual  abjuration  at  Rome  in  the  presence  of  the 
king's  commissioners,  the  Bishop  of  Worcester,  the 
Dean  of  St.  Paul's,  and  Hugh  Young,  professor  of  divi- 
nity. The  following  was  the  form  of  renunciation  made 
On  such  occasions.  *'  I,  N.  bishop  of  N.  expressly 
"  renounce,  and  by  these  presents  subscribed  by  my 
"  hand,  and  sealed  with  my  seal,  totally  abjure  all  and 
every  word,  clause,  and  sentence  in  the  apostolic 
bulls  directed  to  me  concerning  the  aforesaid  bishop- 
ric, which  are  or  by  any  means  whatever  may  here- 
*'  after  be  prejudicial  to  my  sovereign  lord  the  king,  or 
*'  his  heirs,  or  the  rights,  customs,  and  prerogatives  of 
the  kingdom,  and  in  this  respect  wholly  submit,  and 

Elace  myself  at  the  good  pleasure  of  his  highness, 
umbly  beseeching  his  majesty  to  grant  me  the  tem- 
poralities of  the  said  bishopric,  which  I  acknowledge 
to  hold  of  him  alone  as  my  sovereign  lord."t 
To  these  I  might  have  added  many  other  instances 
of  a  similar  nature  ;  but  I  hasten  to  the  reigns  after  the 
reformation,  and  trust  that  the  preceding  documents 
will  be  deemed  sufficient  to  prove,  that  our  ancestors 


•  Collier,  torn.  1.  No.  xlv.  p.  726. 
t  Bamet,  toL  L  Records,  No.  1.  p.  3. 
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knew  well  how  to  distinguish  between  that  spiritual 
authority  which  they  acknowledged  in  the  pope,  as  the 
chief  bishop  of  their  church,  and  that  temporal  sove- 
reignty which  they  were  convinced  resided  in  the  state. 
We  have  seen  catholic  kings,  catholic  parliaments,  and 
catholic  prelates  for  several  centuries  maintaining  the 
independence  of  the  English  crown,  and  disclaiming 
all  belief  in  any  civil  authority  of  the  bishop  of  Rome 
within  this  realm.  Now  it  should  be  observed  that 
this  was  at  a  time,  when  the  temporal  power  of  the 
popes  had  reached  its  zenith,  and  at  a  period,  which 
the  supercilious  knowledge  of  modem  times  has  ho- 
noured with  the  appellation  of  the  age  of  darkness. 

But,  if  even  then  such  were  the  sentiments  of  our 
catholic  ancestors,  it  must  betray  an  excess  of  caution 
to  fear,  lest  at  the  present  day,  when  the  papal  power 
in  temporals  is  annihilated,  and  when  the  nature  of 
civil  and  religious  authority  is  so  well  understood,  the 
catholics  of  the  United  Kingdom  should  renounce  the 
opinions  of  their  ancestors,  and  conspire  to  lay  the  li- 
berties of  their  country  at  the  feet  of  a  foreign  prelate,    j 


DOCUMENTS 


AFTER 


THE   REFORMATION. 


CJCH  were  the  sentiments  of  our  catholic  aacestors 
bre  the  reformation  :  but  it  is  of  more  importance 
ascertain  whether  these  sentiments  continued  to 
svail  among  their  catholic  descendents,  after  the  pro- 
tant  had  been  established  on  the  ruins  of  the  catholic 
Ji,  and  the  sceptre  had  been  placed  in  the  hands  of 
^testant  princes.  I  shall  therefore  proceed  to  shew, 
t,  on  many  occasions  since  the  reformation,  the  ca- 
lics  have  offered  to  government  the  most  convincing 
►ofe,  that  they  did  not  believe  the  pope  to  possess, 
i^irtue  of  his  spiritual  supremacy,  the  right  of  depo- 
gf  kings,  or  of  absolving  subjects  from  their  alle- 
dee,  or  of  exercising  any  temporal  jurisdiction 
atfioever  within  this  empire. 

Is  soon  as  Elizabeth  was  firmly  seated  on  the  throne, 

oath  of  supremacy,  which  ha;d  been  originally 

oaed  by  her  father,  and  repealed  under  her  sister 
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Mary^  was  re-enacted,  and  ordered  to  be  taken  by  all 
ecclesiastics,  and  by  all  persons  receiving  fee  or  wages 
from  the  crown.    As  it  contained  a  declaration  that  no 
foreign  prelate  had  any  ecclesiastical  or  spiritual  autho- 
rity or  pre-eminence  within  the  realm,  it  was  refiised 
by  all  those  who  professed  to  adhere  to  the  ancient 
creed.   In  the  fifth  year  of  the  queen's  reign,  the  obli- 
gation of  taking  the  oath  was  extended  to  the  lower 
house  of  parlisunent :  the  memben»  of  the  upper  hmue 
were  exempted,  and  this  exemption  was  grounded  on 
the  following  remarkable  reason,  '^  that  the  queen's 
majesty  was  otherwise  snflEiciently  assured  of  the  ftitlk. 
and  loyalty  of  the  temporal  lords  of  her  high  court  of 
parliament."    Hence,  (for  among  these  temporal  lorda 
were  to  be  found  all  the  principal  patrons  of  the  ancient 
faith,)  I  think  it  may  be  fairly  mferred,  that,  in  tfce 
opinion  of  Elizabeth  and  her  ministers,  the  acknoir- 
ledgment  of  the  papal  supremacy  did  not  necessarifr 
include  the  admission  of  any  temporal  superiority,  m 
that  in  well-informed  catholics,  at  least,  it  was  easy  to 
unite  the  spiritual  submission  which  they  thought  due 
to  the  pope  as  the  head  of  their  church,  with  the  tem- 
poral allegiance  due  to  the  sovereign  as  the  head  of 
the  state. 

In  1569,  Pius  V.  prepared  a  bull  against  the  queen, 
in  which  he  pronounced  her  excommunicated,  deposed 
her  from  the  throne,  and  absolved  her  subjects  from  , 
their  allegiance.  In  the  same  year  broke  out  the  re^  ; 
bellion  in  the  north  under  the  earls  of  Westmoreland 
and  Northumberland,  who  by  their  emissaries  endea- 
voured to  secure  the  co-operation  of  the  principal 
catholic  families  in  the  rest  of  England.  Yet,  notwith- 
standing their  solicitations,  these  catholics  persevered 
in  their  allegiance,  and  many  of  them  spontaneously 
delivered  up  to  justice  the  messengers  from  the  rebd 
earls :  an  instance  of  loyalty  which  called  from  Bi- 
zabeth  the  warmest  expressions  of  satisfaction  and 
gratitude. 

In  1570  the  bull  was  published,  and  some  of  the 
principal  among  the  deprived  catholic  prelates  were 
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required  to  give  an  answer  to  the  following  question : 
"  Whether  by  the  bull  of  the  pope,  or  by  any  other 
*'  declaration  or  sentence  pronounced  or  to  De  pro- 
"  nounced,  they  believed  the  queen  to  be  divested  of 
•  ^  her  right  to  the  crown,  or  her  subjects  freed  from  the 
"  duty  of  fidelity  and  obedience  ?"  They  unanimously 
ttiswered,  that,  '*  notwithstanding  the  said  bull,  or  any 
**  other  declaration  or  sentence  of  the  pope,  pronounced 
*'  or  to  be  pronounced,  they  held  queen  Elizabeth  to 
**  be  the  lawful  sovereign  of  England  and  Ireland,  and 
*^  that  to  her,  as  such,  obedience  and  fidelity  were  due 
**  finom  all  Englishmen  and  Irishmen."  This  decltra^ 
tiaa  was  subscribed  by  Dr.  Watson,  bishop  of  Lincoln ; 
Feckenham,  abbot  of  Westminster ;  Cole,  dean  of  St* 
PauP^s ;  and  the  two  Harpsfields,  dean,  and  archdeacon 
of  Canterbury.*  To  the  same  question  similar  answers 
w^e  given  by  Dr,  Heath,  archbishop  of  York,  and 
Drs.  Pool,  Tunstal,  White,  Ogelthorpe,  and  Thirlby, 
the  deprived  bishops  of  Peterborough,  Durham,  Win* 
cheater,  Carlisle,  and  Ely:  who  with  many  others 
readily  "  professed  their.obedience  to  her  majesty,  and 
^^  offered  readily  in  her  majesty's  defence  to  impugn 
^'  and  resist  any  foreign  force,  though  it  should  come 
**  or  be  procured  from  the  pope  himself. "t 

In  1688,  Philip  11.  of  Spain,  irritated  by  the  assist-* 
«Bce  which  Elizabeth  had  afforded  to  the  inhabitants 
«f  the  Netherlands,  and  the  execution  of  Mary,  queen 
of  Scots,  determined  to  attempt  the  invasion  of  Eng* 
land.  On  this  trying  occasion,  the  English  catholics 
gave  the  most  convincing  proofs  of  their  Loyalty. 
'*  The  catholics,"  says  Hume,  "  generally  expressed 
great  zeal  for  the  public  service.  Some  gentlemen  of 
that  sect,  conscious  that  they  could  not  justly  expect 
any  trust  or  authority,  entered  themselves  as  volun* 
teers  in  the  fleet  or  army :  some  equipped  ships  at 
their  own  charge,  and  gave  the  command  of  them  to 
protestants:    and  others   were  active   in  animating 

*  Caron  Remonstrantia  Hibernonim,  p.  38. 

t  Lord  Burleigh's  £x6Gution  of  Justice,  p.  10,  II. 
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fajeir  vassaU  and  jieighhjMirs  to  the  defence  of  their 
country.'!*      .  *  .  ^  •   *  ■■ 

.   Dunng  the  long  xeign  of  Elizabeth,  ^more  than  xxm 
hundi^d  and  fifty  ^persons  were  .executed  for  their  .at^ 
tachme^t  to  the  ancient  &ith*    At  last  the  queen  ap- 
peared! to  jfeel  remorse  for  the  effiasion  of  so  much 
Vk^ :  !aud  afew  months  before  her  death,  held  oat 
iftlbe dcatholicsy  in  a  proclamation,  some  hope  of  iriief 
&PQ&;.the  pressure  of  the  .penal:  laws,  provided.  Hi^ 
j¥)m14  :  make .  a  satisfactorily  declaration  of  their  dle^ 
gianoe.^  .  The  offer  .was  readily  accepted.    The  heads 
of  iihe  catholic  clergy,  on  the  thirty-first  of  January; 
pnKsented  to  the  council  a  protestation  of  aHegiaoce^ 
nr^  which  I  shall  ^extract  liie  principal  passageck:! , 
i ,  After  acknowledging  the  queen  to  be  their  so v^cdgli^ 
and.  that  ho  authority,  eause  or  pretence  can  ;he« 
iiifficient*  wanant  toi  mem,  more  than  other  protests 
.    foit/ifbdispbey  her  majesty  in  any  civil  or  tempeill 
niaitfer,: tfaOT  ptoceed  thusT  ''.And  we  do  smcerab 
fvotest,  and  by  this  our  public  fact  m^ke  known  todu 
the  Phnatian  world,  that  in  cases  of  conspiracieg,  flf 
practising  her  majesty's  death,  of  invasions,  .and  >  of 
whatsoever  forcible  attempts,  which  may  hereafter  be 
made  by  any  foreign  prelate,  prince  or  potentate  what- 
soever, either  jointly  or  severally,  for  the  disturbance 
or  subversion  of  her  majesty's  person,  estate,  realms  or 
dominions,  under  colour,  shew,  or  pretence  or  intend- 
ment of  restoring  the  catholic  religion  in  England  or 
Ireland,  we  will  defend  her  majesty's  person,  estate, 
realms,  and  dominions  from  all  such  forcible  and  vio- 
lent assaults  and  injuries.    And,  if  upon  any  excom- 
munications denounced  or  to  be  denounced  against  her 
majesty,  upon  any  such  conspiracies,  invasions,  or 
forcible  attempts  to  be  made,  as  are  before  expressed, 
the  pope  should  also  excommunicate  every  one  bora 
withm  her  majesty's  dominions,  who  would  not  forsake 
the  aforesaid  defence  of  her  majesty  and  her  realms, 
and  take  part  with  such  conspirators  or  invaders ;  in 

*  Hume's  HUt.  Elis. 
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these,  and  all  other  such-like  cases,  we  do  think  our- 
selves, and  all  the  lay-catholics  born  within  her  ma- 
jesty's dominions,  bound  in  conscience  not  to  obey 
this  or  any  such-like  censure,  but  will  defend  our 
prince  and  country,  accounting  it  our  duty  so  to  do ; 
and  notwithstanding  any  authority,  or  any  excommuni- 
cation Avhatsoever,  either  denounced  or  to  be  denounced, 
to  yield  unto  her  majesty  all  obedience  in  temporal 
causes."* 

At  the  accession  of  James,  the  catholics  flattered 
themselves  with  hopes  of  relief  from  the  oppressive 
statutes  of  the  preceding  reign.  They  were  disap- 
pointed. The  nobility  and  gentry  of  that  persuasion 
presented  an  address  to  the  king,  in  which,  1 .  they 
acknowledged  him  for  their  sovereign,  and  declared 
their  readiness  to  defend  his  rights  against  all  oppo- 
nents whatsoever. — 2.  They  promised  to  reveal,  and 
resist  with  all  their  might,  every  conspiracy  and  at- 
tempt against  the  king  and  his  successors,  and  to  defend 
with  all  their  power  his  realms  and  dominions  against 
all  foreign  invasions,  attempted  under  any  pretext 
whatsoever. — 3.  They  acknowledged  that  they  owed 
to  the  king  whatever  a  subject  owes  to  his  prince  by 
the  light  of  nature,  or  the  word  of  God,  and  whatever 
English  catholics  in  former  times  had  owed  to  his  ca- 
tholic predecessors  :  and  this  declaration  they  were 
willing  to  confirm  upon  oath,  and  to  see  that  it  was 
also  confirmed  upon  oath  by  their  chaplains  before  they 
admitted  them  to  oflSciate  in  their  houses^! 

But  James  had  imbibed  too  powerful  ^h  antipathy 
to  the  catholic  cause  to  be  softened  by  this  address, 
and  the  enactment  of  a  new  law  to  suppress  the  growth 
of  popery  soon  convinced  the  petitioners  of  the  fallacy 
of  their  hopes.    Whether  it  was  from  resentment  for 

*  Dodd,  Church  Hist.  vol.  ii.  p.  292. — It  i»  remaikable  that  the  per- 
son, whose  name  appears  first  on  the  list  of  subscribers  to  this  protesta- 
tiOD,  was  chosen  by  the  court  of  Rome  for  the  first  catholic  bishop  in 
England  after  the  demise  of  the  prelates  deposed  by  Elizabeth  :  a  suffi.- 
cient  proof  that  nothing  in  their  protestation  was  considered  even  La 
Rome  itself  contrary  to  the  catholic  &ith« 

t  Caron,  Remons.  Hibernorum. 
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this  condndi  or^  as  the  catholics  maintained,  from  the 
dark  policy  of  Cecil,  that  the  gunpowder  plot  origi- 
nated, its  discovery  in  a  short  time  darkened  every 
prospect  of  relief.    The  original  conspirators,  who  were 
but  eight  in  number,  justly  paid  the  forfeit  of  their 
treason :  but  their  guilt  was  by  popular  prejudice  ex- 
tended to  the  whole  body  of  the  catholics.     It  was  in 
Tain,  that  in  defence  of  their  innocence  they  declared 
their  ignorance  of  the  plot,  and  alleged  that  it  was  first 
disclosed  by  a  catholic.  Lord  Monteagle,  and  that,  if 
it  had  proved  successful,  it  must  have  been  in  its  conse^ 
quences  more  prejudicial  than  advantageous  to  the 
catholic  cause.     It  was  in  vain  that  Blackwall,  ihe 
superior  of  the  catholic  clergy,  sent  to  his  brethren 
two  circular  letters  of  his  own  accord,  and  afterwards 
a  third  at  the  command  of  the  pope,  expressing  his 
detestation  of  the  plot,  and  ordering  them  to  prevent 
all  similar  conspiracies,  and  exhort  their  flocks  to  par 
tience  and  obedience.    The  public  indignation  was 
not  to  be  appeased  or  enlightened,  and  new  and  more 
oppressive  statutes  were  enacted.  James, however,  who 
considered  himself  as  the  first  theologian  in  Europe, 
determined  to  propose  to  them  an  oath  of  allegiancei 
and  with  the  assistance  of  Bancroft,  archbishop  of 
Canterbury,  and  Perkins,  a  conforming  Jesuit,  who 
was  knighted  for  his  service,  the  new  test  was  com- 
posed, and  approved  by  parliament.     It  contained 
much,  to  which  no  catholic  could  rationally  object; 
but  it  also  contained  clauses  so  ambiguously  worded, 
as  if  the  intention  of  the  framers  were  to  defeat  the 
very  purpose,  which  they  affected  to  have  in  view.  By 
some  of  the  principal  among  the  laity  and  clergy  it  was 
taken :  by  the  majority  it  was  refused :  and  the  refusal 
long  furnished  their  enemies  with  a  ready  pretext  to 
treat  with  scorn  every  application  for  relief.* 

The  inauspicious  reign  of  Charles  afforded  the  catho- 

*  Besides  the  fines  for  non-attendance  at  church,  which  wero  rigo- 
rously exacted  during  the  greater  part  of  his  reign,  James  permitted  no 
less  than  eighteen  priests  and  seven  laymen  to  be  executed,  and  one 
hundred  and  twenty-eight  clergymen  to  be  condemned  to  perpetual 
transportation  for  their  religious  creed. 
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lies  an  opportunity  of  evincing  by  their  conduct  that 
Ipyalty,  for  which  they  could  obtain  no  credit  from 
tbeir  assertions.  Almost  to  a  man  tbey  espoused  the 
cause  of  the  king,  and  devoted  their  lives  and  fortunes 
to  his  service.  Of  five  hundred  officers  in  the  royal 
army,  who  lost  their  lives  during  the  civil  war,  one 
hundred  and  ninety-four  are  known  to  have  been  ca- 
tholics,* Their  loyalty  was  in  reality  most  disastrous 
to  their  religion.  For  of  the  noble  and  opulent  families, 
by  which  it  had  been  hitherto  supported,  some  became 
extinct  during  the  contest,  many  were  reduced  to  ex- 
treme distress,  and  all  were  impoverished. 

After  the  captivity  and  execution  of  the  king,  it  was 
not  to  be  expected  that  men,  who  had  been  so  active 
in  the  support  of  the  royal  cause,  would  be  permitted 
to  escape  the  vengeance  of  their  enemies.  Among 
these  were  some,  whose  resentment  could  be  satisfied 
with  nothing  less. than  the  total  extirpation  of  the  ca- 
tholic body :  and  who  endeavoured  to  prove  the  neces- 
sity of  such  a  measure  from  the  dangerous  doctrines 
usually  attributed  to  the  catholic  church.  In  this 
emergency  an  assembly  of  catholic  theologians  was 
held,  who  unanimously  decided  that,  1 .  The  pope  could 
^ot  absolve  catholic  subjects  from  civil  obedience  and 
allegiance  towards  protestant  princes  and  magistrates. 
r—2.  That  he  could  not  depose,  or  order  to  be  killed, 
protestant  princes  and  magistrates,  under  pretence  of 
their  being  excommunicated. — 3.  That  he  could  not 
dispense  from  the  obligation  of  oaths  and  contracts  be- 
tween catholics  and  protestants.'f'  This  declaration 
satisfied  the  more  moderate  aiAong  the  ruling  mem- 
bers of  the  commonwealth,  and  the  catholics  congra- 
tulated themselves  on  their  narrow  escape  from  the 
destruction  that  threatened  them. 

In  1660,  Charles  II.  was  restored.  In  the  declara- 
tion of  that  monarch  from  Breda,  occurred  the  follow- 
ing passage :  "  We  do  declare  a  liberty  to  tender 
consciences  :  and  that  no  man  shall  be  disquieted  or 
called  in  question  for  differences  of  opinion  in  matter 

*  Dodd,  vol.  iii.  p.  28.         f  Garon,  Rcmona,  Uibern. 


of  religion,  which  do  not  disturb  the  peace  of  the  king- 
dom ;  and  that  we  shall  be  ready  to  consent  to  such 
an  act  of  parliament,  as  upon  mature  deliberation  shall 
be  offered  to  us  for  the  full  granting  that  indulgence.*" 
This  declaration  revived  the  hopes  of  the  catholics,  and 
a  esse  was  laid  before  the  law-officers  of  the  crown, 
which,  after  stating  the  real  principles  of  the  catholics 
on  the  different  doctrines  attributed  to  them,  inquires 
whether,  as  it  will  appear  from  the  preambles  of  the 
different  penal  laws  that  those  laws  were  not  designed 
against  persons  professing  the  principles  before  de- 
scribed, they  may  not  expect,  on  confirming  those 
principles  by  oath,  to  be  included  in  the  "  indulgence 
offered  to  tender  consciences."  In  this  instrument  ^ 
occurs  the  following  passage  analogous  to  the  present 
subject.  "  We  are  persuaded  and  satisfied  in  con- 
science, that  the  crown  of  England  is  immediately 
subject  to  God,  in  all  things  touching  the  regality  of 
the  same,  and  to  none  other,  and  consequently  that 
neither  directly  nor  indirectly  the  pope  hath  power  to 
depose  the  king  for  any  matter  or  cause  whatsoever: 
or  to  absolve  any  his  subjects  from  their  natural  alle- 
giance to  their  sovereign,  although  differing  in  religion ; 
or  from  the  obligation  of  an  oath  by  them  taken  or  to 
be  taken  for  recognition  and  assurance  thereof  accord- 
ingly, which  they  will  faithfully  and  constantly  main- 
tain,  notwithstanding  any  excommunication,  bull,  or 
other  ecclesiastical  censure  to  the  contrary.''^  Soon 
after  the  following  oath  was  offered  by  the  oatholic 
clergy  to  the  king. 

I,  A.  B.  swear  from  my  heart,  that  notwithstanding 
any  declaration  or  sentence  of  excommunication  or 
deprivation  made  or  to  be  made  by  the  pope  or  his 
successors  against  the  king,  his  heirs  and  successor!, 
and  notwithstanding  any  absolution  of  his  subjects 
from  tiieir  fidelity,  I  will  still  render  true  fidelity  and 
allegiance  to  his  majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,  and 
will  defend  him  and  them  to  the  best  of  my  power 
^funst  sdl  conspiracies  and  attempts  against  his  or 

*  Lords'  Jouinals,  vol.  xi,  p.  7.        f  MS.  penes  AiKt. 
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their  persons,  crown  and  dignity,  by  force  or  pretext 
of  any  sentence  or  declaration  whatsoever,  and  will 
discover  and  reveal  all  treasons,  or  conspiracies  against 
them,  which  shall  come  to  my  knowledfge.  Moreover 
I  swear  that  from  my  heart  I  abhor  and  detest  as  er- 
roneous and  heretical  the  doctrine  that  princes  can  on 
any  occasion  be  killed  by  their  subjects  or  others: 
and  moreover  declare  that  I  will  not  receive  or  admit 
any  absolution  from  the  pope,  or  any  other  person,  by 
which  I  may  be  freed  from  the  obligation  of  this  oath, 
or  of  any  part  thereof.* 

In  January,  1661,  the  catholic  prelates  of  Ireland, 
assembled  at  Dublin,  dispatched  an  agent  to  England, 
to  oflFer  their  congratulations  to  the  king  on  his  resto- 
ration to  the  throne  of  his  ancestors,  to  remind  him  of 
his  promise  of  **  indulgence  to  tender  conciences,"  and 
to  claim  the  free  exercise  of  their  religion  according 
to  the  articles  of  peace  in  the  year  1648.  Shortly 
afterwards,  they  transmitted  to  the  same  agent  a  paper 
to  be  laid  before  the  king,  intitled,  "  The  humble  re- 
monstrance, acknowledgment,  protestation,  and  peti- 
tion of  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy  of  Ireland/'  As 
this  document  is  not  generally  known,  though  it  af- 
fords a  strong  argument  in  proof  of  the  loyalty  and  in- 
nocence of  that  much- slandered  body,  and  shews  the 
agreement  between  their  principles  and  those  of  the 
catholics  of  England,  I  shall  offer  no  apology  for  tran- 
scribing it  entire. 

•*  Your  majesty's  faithful  subjects,  the  Roman  Ca- 
"  tholic  clergy  of  your  majesty's  kingdom  of  Ireland, 
"  do  most  humbly  represent  this  their  present  state 
**  and  deplorable  condition. 

*'  That  being  intrusted  by  the  indispensible  com- 
"  mission  of  the  King  of  kings  with  the  cure  of  souls, 
'*  and  the  care  of  their  flocks,  in  order  to  the  adminis- 
*'  tration  of  sacraments,  and  the  teaching  the  people 
*'  that  perfect  obedience  which  for  conscience  sake 
*'  they  are  bound  to  pay  to  your  majesty's  commands, 

*  MS.  penes  Auct. 
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^'i■Bevelily^ .  -  t,  ; . 

^^:^hat  being  ^iged  by  the  allegiaiice  th^j-fus^ 
^'  andiOughttQ  isiwear  ytito  y.<air  majesty,  to  re^^ilr^^ 
<-<:ccMU3|iJbMie8;ani4  pr^tieedi  against  yo^r  pejsmi  9b4 
Y.  royal  autfaiority  th«t  ^coscie  to  thdr  l^npr^Jedg^  ^^ 
"i*  aie  tfaemselveiB  clsqpdoured  against  as  conspjurat^p^ 
^^  plcxtting  the  destriftctiOn  of  the  English  aoiong  Jilifn^ 
^  Mthout  anv  gi;oiui<l*  that  may  give  the  1^|  ff^f 
^<' knir  to.  80  foiU  a  criine  to  pass  for  probable^  11!^!^ 
<*  jud^ent  of  any  indifferent  person.  *  .  ■  w,  7 ; 

.  ^  That  th^  (irimes  are  b^  mnnerous  and  div^  as 
f^are  the  mv^itions  of  their  adTersaries  :,.and*Jbe!< 
^-A  cause  they  cannot;  with  freedom  appear  t^  jof^ 
f  <  their  inmocenoef  all  the  fictions  and  allegationEftgipit 
M  tbepa  are  received  as  undoubted  ferities :  and,  ,wluo)i 
^  is  yet  mcvre  miachi^voua^  the  laity^,  upon  wbpn&PfWr 
<'  sciences  the  character  of  the  priesthood  ^v^  ti^ 
'^  an  influence,  suffer  under  aU  the  crimes  impute^  Jhl 
^*  them:  it  being  1^^  adversaries^  principal  de^j^ 
^'  that,  tbe  Irish,  whose  states  they  enjoy,  should;  1^ 
*^  reputed  persons  unfits  and  no  way  worthy  any  i^j^ 
^*  to  your  maj^ty's  mercy. 

**  That  no  wood  comes  amiss  to  make  arrows  for 
'^  their  destruction :  for  as  if  the  Roman  Catholic 
**  clergy,  whom  they  esteem  most  criminal,  were,  or 
"  ou^t  to  be,  a  society  so  perfect,  as  no  evil,  no  in- 
*'  discreet  person  should  be  found  among  them,  they 
"  are  all  of  them  generally  cried  down  for  any  crime, 
*'  whether  true  or  feigned,  which  is  imputed  to  one  of 
<'  them ;  and  as  if  no  words  cpuld  be  spoken,  no  letter 
"  written,  but  with  the  common  consent  of  all  of  them, 
"  the  whole  clergy  must  suffer  for  that  which  is  laid  to 
"  the  charge  of  any  particular  person  among  them. 

"  We  know  whp.t  odium  all  the  catholic  clergy  lies 
"  under  by  reason  of  the  calumnies  with  which  our 
^'  tenets  in  religion,  and  our  dependence  on  the  pope's 
"  authority,  are  aspersed :  and  we  humbly  beg  your 
"  majesty's  pardon  to  vindicate  both,  by  the  ensuing 
"  protestation,  which  we  make  in  the  sight  of  heaven. 
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f '  and  in  the  presence  of  your  majesty ,  sincerely  and 
■'  truly  without  equivocation,  or  mental  reservation."  * 
"  We  do  acknowledge  and  confess  your  majesty  to 
be  our  true  and  lawful  king,  supreme  lord  and 
rightful  sovereign  of  this  realm  of  Ireland,  and  of 
^*  all  other  your  majesty's  dominions.  And  therefore 
*'  we  acknowledge  and  confess  ourselves  to  be  obliged 
**  under  pain  of  sin  to  obey  your  majesty  in  all  civil 
*^  and  temporal  affairs,  as  much  as  any  other  of  your 
**  flftajesty's  subjects,  and  as  the  laws  and  rules  of 
f*  government  in  this  kingdom  do  require  at  our  hands. 
**  And  that,  notwithstanding  any  power  or  pretension 
**  Qf  the  pope  or  see  of  Rome,  or  any  sentence  or  de- 
•^  daration  of  what  kind  or  quality  soever,  given,  or  to 
"  be  given,  by  the  pope,  his  predecessors,  or  succes- 
'**  fiors,  or  by  any  authority  spiritual  or  temporal  pro- 
ceeding or  derived  from  him,  or  his  see,  against 
Jrour  majesty  or  royal  authority,  we  will  still  acknow- 
edge  and  perform,  to  the  uttermost  of  our  abilities, 
our  faithful  loyalty  and  true  allegiance  to  your  ma- 
jesty. And  we  openly  disclaim  and  renounce  all 
foreign  power,  be  it  either  papal  or  princely,  spiritual 
or  temporal,  in  as  much  as  it  may  seem  able,  or  shall 
"  pretend,  to  free,  discharge,  or  absolve  us  from  this 
"  obligation,  or  shall  any  way  give  us  leave  or  licence 
"  to  raise  tumults,  bear  arms,  or  offer  any  violence  to 
your  majesty's  person,  royal  authority,  or  to  the 
state  or  government.  Being  all  of  us  ready  not  only 
**  to  discover  and  make  known  to  your  majesty  and 
"  your  ministers,  all  the  treasons  made  against  your 
*^  majesty  or  them,  which  shall  come  to  our  hearing ; 
*'  but  also  to  lose  our  lives  in  the  defence  of  your 
•'  majesty's  person  and  royal  authority,  and  to  re- 
"  sist  with  our  best  endeavours  all  conspiracies  and 
**  attempts  against  your  majesty,  be  they  framed  or 
sent  under  what  pretence,  or  patronised  by  what  fo- 
reign power  or  authority  soever.     And  further  we 
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•  Thus  fiar  regards  the  clergy  alone.  What  follow's  was  suhscdbed 
by  the  Irish  nobility  and  gentry,  and  presented  in  their  name  also  to 
the  king. — Caron.  Rem.  Hib. 
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^*  profess  that  sdl  absolute  princes;  and  supreme  gp- 
*'  vernors,  of  what  religion  soever  they  be,  aire  God's 
''  lieutenants  on  earth,  and  that  obedience  is. due  to 
them  according  to  the  laws  of  each  commonwealth 
respectively;  in  all  civil  and  temporal  afiaira : '  and 
<'  therefore  we  do  here  protest  against  all  doctrine  and 
^*  authority  to  the  contrary.    And  we  do  hold  it  itepi- 
'^  oils,  and  against  the  word  of  God,  to  maintain  that 
<^  any  private  subject  ntiay  kill  or  murder  the  anoiilted^ 
''  of  G<)d,  his  prince,  though  of  a  different  belirfidori^ 
^'  religion  from  his ;'  and  we  abhor  and  detest  the  pnc-^ 
'^  tice  thereof  as  damnable  and  wicked. 

''  These  being  the  tenets  of  our  religion  In  pmntbif 
loyalty  and  submission  to  your  majesty's  GSotoim«uaifa(; 
and  our  dependence  of  the  see  of  Rome  no  way^in- 
trenching  upon  that  perfect  obedience  which  byVHir 
birth,  by  all  laws  divine  and  human,  we  are  botnl^to 
pay  to  your  majesty,  our  natural  and  lawful  9ti^^ 
"  reign,  we  humbly  beg,  prostrate  at  your  majesty's 
"  feet,  that  you  would  be  pleased  to  protect  us  mm 
*^  the  severe  persecution  we  suffer  merely  for  our  pro- 
'' fession  in  religion:  leaving  those  that  are,  or  liSere^ 
**  after  shall  be,  guilty  of  other  crimes  (and  there  have 
**  been  such  in  all  times,  as  well  by  their  pens  as  by 
*'  their  actions)  to  the  punishment  prescribed  by  the 
-  law."* 

The  chapter  of  the  catholic  clergy  in  England,  who 
were  at  this  time  without  a  bishop,  having  received 
a  copy  of  the  Irish  protestation,  directed  Dr.  Ellice 
their  dean  to  write  a  letter  to  the  bishop  of  Dromore, 
declaring  their  entire  concurrence  in  the  sentiments  it 
contained,  and  their  willingness  to  subscribe  a  similar 
declaration,  whenever  an  opportunity  might  offer.f 

Soon  after,  some  catholic  gentlemen  presented  a 
petition  to  the  house  of  lords,  stating  their  allegiance 
to  his  majesty,  and  praying  for  relief  from  the  severe 
laws  by  which  they  were  oppressed  merely  for  their 
religious  principles.  The  petition  was  received,  ^nd 
the  petitioners  ordered  to  plead  for  themselves  at  the 

*  Printed  copy.  f  Caron.  Remonst  Hibcrn. 
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bar.  After  several  protracted  debates,  the  sense  of  the 
house  appeared  adverse  to  sanguinary  punishments  on 
account  of  religion,  and  a  committee  was  appointed  to 
prepare  a  bill  for  the  repeal  of  the  statute  of  5  Eliza- 
'.beth,  cap.  1 .  and  different  clauses  in  27th  Eliz.  cap.  2. 
35th  Eliz.  cap.  1.  1st  Jacobi,  cap.  4.  and  3  Jacobi,  cap. 
4.  But  the  committee  was  slow  in  its  progress,  and 
the  parliament  was  prorogued,  before  the  bill  was 
presented.* 

In  the  spring  of  1662,  the  king  signified  his  permis- 
sion to  the  dean  and  chapter,  that  they  should  frame  a 
declaration  of  allegiance  for  the  English  catholic  clergy, 
•and  submit  it  to  the  inspection  of  the  lord  chancellor. 
iThis  was  accordingly  performed ;  and  the  declaration, 
liaving  received  the  approbation  of  that  minister,  was 
lenned,  *'  A  declaration  of  allegiance  to  his  majesty, 
made  by  the  dean  and  chapter  of  the  catholic  English 
jdergy.'  The  most  important  clause  in  it  was  the 
^following : — 

,  "  Neither  can  we,  nor  do  we,  hold  that  the  pope 
either  hath  by  himself,  or  by  any  authority  derived 
from  his  see,  any  rightful  power  of  deposing  kings, 
**  whether  catholic  or  not  catholic,  of  disposing  of  their 
dominions  and  kingdoms,  or  of  authorising  any  ex- 
tern prince,  or  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever, 
to  invade  or  endamage  either  his  majesty's  sacred 
^'  person,  or  any  part  of  his  dominions ;  and  that,  not- 
*^  standing  any  sentence,  declaration,  decree,  or  com- 
^^  mand  to  that  purpose,  howsoever,  either  made  or  to 
be  made,  by  any  pope,  or  any  authority  derived 
from  the  Roman  see,  we  hold  ourselves  and  all  good 
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•  *  Lords' Journals,  torn.  11.  p.  276,310.  During  this  session  the 
l>ill  was  passed,  restoring  the  hisnops  to  their  seats  in  the  house  of  lords, 
aod  to  the  other  rights  of  which  they  had  hcen  deprived  during  the 
preceding  civil  comnQotions.  Of  the  catholic  peers,  twenty-six,  almost 
ihe  whole  numher,  voted  in  their  favour.  As  one  good  turn  deserves 
another,  it  may  not  he  presumptuous  to  hope  that  an  equal  spirit  of 
liberality  may  appear  on  the  episcopal  bench  ;  and  that  the  catholic 
jMHSts  of  the  present  day  may  receive  firom  it  that  parliamentary  support, 
which  their  ancestors  did  not  refuse  in  similar  circumstances  to  the  pro- 
testant  bishops  of  1661. 
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^*  eH&ixiicB  botmd  to  esteem  suck  acts  invaliii;  .and 
^>stitl4;&|itittervB  iaviolably  our  duty  of  Mektf  aadL 
"  aUegiance  to  hiii  majesty^  his  heirs,  and  abecesson;^ 
abjuring  and  i^enDoncing  any  power  of  Ihe  pope,  o)^ 
any  ^irson   or  persons   upon   earth,   prfitrndin^ 
to  'iSr&e,  eKMoipt^  or  absolve  us  from  this  dbfigfl^ 
^'tion  of  obedience,  or  licensing  us  or  othots  Ito 
'i^'iaisa  tuOMlltt,  beteir  ailns,  or  offer  any  violeiioa  to^ 
''  majesty's  person  or  any  his  dominions.  ,  MdmM^ 
^  wt  boM  omaelTeB  and  all  good  catbotieB  boimd  Id  be 
ever  ready  to  diaeoter  to  hia>  na^estyior.hJBJituniii^ 
.ters  any  Ctaasiibs  or  conspiracieB  against' UiaJiBDBgM^ 
«^  or  his  (State,  as  soon  as  they:  shall  toiive  U^uackm 
*'  thehriknov^edge :  nay,  tofaazard  our  Itve&in; dafinioatf 
'*  onrliiDg  and  cotmtry,.and  kt  opposition  tbalLaapntt 
*^  agttiii6t  tte  «lime,  whether  intratine  or  JOteoi^mtk 
'' what  pretence  Boever  they  are  eoiowed;'- 

^'^Bm  ibost  of  ail  wis  dietest  from  omr  hearte>?lkt 
**  impious,  damnable,  and  most  unchristian  pwiliiit 
^^tteat  Mags  or  absolute  princes,  of  what  belittjsb^Mr, 
^*  who^are  excofiinii&ncated  by  the  pope,  may  ibe^ 
^^  posed,  kill^  or  mordiered  by  their  subjeets>;aB# 
•*  rectly  opposite  to  the  word  of  God."* 

But  the  prospect  of  relief  soon  vanished .  The  court- 
party  daily  lost  its  influence  in  the  two  houses  of  par- 
liament, while  that  of  the  opposition  received  continual 
accessions  of  strength.  The  general  conviction  that 
tiie  Duke  of  York,  the  presumptive  heir  to  the  crown, 
had  embraced  the  catholic  faith,  became  a  powerful 
engine  in  the  hands  of  the  popular  leaders :  atddresses 
upon  addresses  were  presented  to  the  king  to  enforce 
the  laws  against  popery;  and  in  1672  the  test-act,  by 
which  all  catholics  were  excluded  from  oflSices  of  trust, 
was  brought  into  the  house  of  commons.  The  kiog 
was  determined  to  oppose  it :  but  his  wants  soon  con- 
pelled  him  to  alter  his  resolution ;  and  he  offered  to 
pass  it  for  a  liberal  supply  of  money.  The  proposal 
was  accepted  by  the  leaders  of  the  popular  party, 
and  after  some  altercation   respecting  the  amount, 

*  MS.  penes  Awct. 
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the  enemies  of  the  catholics  purchased  the  king's 
assent  by  a  supply  of  £1,200,000.  They  were 
not,  however,  satisfied.  In  each  succeeding  session 
they  introduced  bills  into  the  house  of  commons  td 
prevent  papists  from  sitting  in  parliament ;  and  in  1678 
so  ^reat  was  the  national  phrenzy  excited  by  the  per^ 
Junes  of  Gates  and  Bedloe,  that  little  opposition  was 
made  to  their  efforts.  A  bill  passed  the  two  houses, 
and  received  the  r6yal  assent,  by  which  both  common'- 
ers  and  peers,  before  they  took  their  seats,  were  com* 
pelled  to  take  the  oaths,  and  subscribe  "  the  declaration 
i^ainst  popery."  From  that  day  the  catholic  lords 
have  ceasea  to  sit  in  parliament,  though  the  Duke  of 
york,  whose  exclusion  from  the  house  was  princi- 
pally aimed  at,  as  a  step  to  his  subsequent  exclusion 
from  the  throne  9  had  sufficient  interest  to  procure  an 
exception  in  his  favour. 

With  the  history  of  those  catholics  who  were  sacri- 
ficed to  popular  jealousy  for  that  most  absurd  of  for- 
geries, Oates's  plot,  the  reader  must  be  sufficiently 
acquainted.  All  of  them  died  protesting  their  inno- 
cence; many  embraced  the  opportunity  to  declare 
their  abhorrence  of  the  odious  doctrines  so  commonly 
attributed  to  catholics,  and  particularly  the  deposing 
power  of  the  popes.  Their  speeches  at  the  place  of 
execution  are  still  on  record :  *  and  if  ever  a  man  may 
be  believed  to  speak  with  sincerity,  it  is  when,  in  the 
ftill  possession  of  his  senses,  he  stands  on  the  brink  of 
eternity,  and  expects  the  next  moment  to  be  presented 
before  an  omniscient  judge.  One  of  them,  the  Lord 
StafiTord,  at  his  trial,  referred  the  peers  for  an  account 
of  his  religious  creed  to  a  small  tract,  intitled  "  Catho- 
lic Principles,"  from  which  I  shall  extract  a  few  pas- 
sages, as  illustrative  of  the  doctrine  taught  to  the 
catholics  of  that  period. f 

Parag.  11.  '*  Of  spiritual  and  temporal  authority. — 
No.  3.   If  a  general  council  (much  less  a  papal  consis- 

*  »See,  A  Remonstrance  of  Piety  and  Innocence,  1683.  Dodd  Hist, 
vol.  iii..p.  356. 

t  From  the  edition  of  1683. 
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tory)  should  undertake  to  depose  a  king,  and  absolve 
his  subjects  from  their  allegiance,  no  catholic,  as  ca- 
tholic, is  bound  to  submit  to  such  a  decree.  Hence  it 
foUoweth." 

4.  ''  The  subjects  of  the  king  of  England  lawfully 
may,  without  the  least  breach  of  any  catholic  principle, 
renounce  even  upon  oath  the  teachmg,  maintaining,  or 
practising  the  doctrine  of  deposing  kings  excommuni- 
cated for  heresy  by  any  authority  whatever,  as  repug- 
nant to  the  fundamental  laws  of  the  nation,  injurious 
to  sovereign  power,  destructive  to  peace  and  govern- 
ment, and,  by  consequence,  in  his  majesty's  subjects 
impious  and  damnable." 

7.  "  Nor  do  catholics,  as  catholics,  believe  that  the 
pope  hath  any  direct  or  indirect  authority  over  the 
temporal  power  and  jurisdiction  of  princes.  Hence  if 
the  pope  should  pretend  to  absolve  or  dispense  with 
his  majesty's  subjects  from  their  allegiance  on  account 
of  heresy  or  schism,  such  dispensation  would  be  vain 
and  null,  and  all  catholic  subjects  (notwithstanding 
such  dispensation  or  absolution)  would  be  still  bound 
in  conscience  to  defend  their  king  and  country,  at  the 
hazard  of  their  lives  and  fortunes,  even  against  the  pope 
himself,  in  case  he  should  invade  the  nation." 

9.  **  As  for  the  king-killing  doctrine,  or  murder  of 
princes  excommunicated  for  heresy ;  it  is  an  article  of 
faith  in  the  catholic  church,  and  expressly  declared  in 
the  general  council  of  Constance,  that  such  doctrine  is 
damnable  and  heretical,  being  contrary  to  the  known 
laws  of  God  and  nature." 

During  the  subsequent  reigns  of  James,  William, 
and  Ann,  I  do  not  meet  with  any  petitions  or  remon- 
strances, which  the  catholics  presented  to  the  sove- 
reign. With  the  first  of  these  monarchs  it  was  unne- 
cessary ;  under  the  reigns  of  the  other  two  it  was 
deemed  more  prudent  to  remain  in  obscurity  than  to 
solicit  public  notice.* 

Soon  after  the  rebellion  in  1715,  the  principal  of  the 

*  Tlio  Eraperor  Leopold  interceded,  and  with  some  success,  in  fa- 
vour of  the  catholics  with  King  William. 
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catholic  nobility  and  gentry,  anxious  to  avert  from  the 
whole  body  that  indignation  which  had  been  raised  by 
the  fault  of  some  of  its  members,  presented  a  petition 
to  the  king  expressive  of  their  earnest ''  desire  to  give 
his  majesty  whatever  asSurance  of  fidelity  and  alle- 
giance could  be  expected  from  them,  without  inserting 
terms  that  might  shock  tender  consciences.'**  At  the 
same  time  was  prepared  a  petition  to  the  house  of 
commons,  in  which  occurs  the  following  passage  : — 

**  It  is  daily  laid  to  the  charge  of  your  petitioners, 
*^  that  those  of  our  communion,  who  in  former  times 
"  had  the  penalties  of  those  (the  popery)  laws  in- 
"  flicted  on  them,  are  understood  not  to  have  suffered 
for  religion,  but  treason,  and  especially  for  endea- 
vouring to  subject  the  imperial  crown  of  England, 
and  the  regalities  thereof,  to  the  see  of  Rome,  which 
your  petitioners  acknowledge  to  be  treason  in  the 
*'  highest  degree, — Therefore  your  petitioners  humbly 
**  crave  leave  to  vindicate  themselves,  and  openly  pro- 
"  fess  that  neither  the  Catholic  religion  teaches,  nor 
"  do  they  believe  any  kind  of  authority  either  in  the 
**  Pope  or  church  of  Rome,  or  any  church  whatso- 
"  ever,  by  divine  or  human  right,  over  the  said  crown 
*•  and  kingdom  in  temporal  things,  whether  directly 
**  or  indirectly,  and  they  do  heartily  detest  and  abhor 
"  all  doctrines  that  teach  any  such  authority,  and  all 
"  practices  in  pursuance  of  such  doctrines,  and  that 
**  they  are  both  ready  and  desirous  not  only  to  declare 
"  in  lie  most  public  manner  such  their  hearty  detesta- 
**  tion  and  abhorrence,  but  also  to  give  the  fullest  as- 
surance to  the  king  and  kingdom,  that  your  ho- 
nours shall  think  fit  to  require."! 
Whether  this  petition  was  presented  I  know  not ; 
for  at  this  period  an  unexpected  obstable  arose  firom 
the  zeal  of  the  friends  of  the  Stuart  family  beyond 
the  seas.  Copies  of  a  work  were  circulated  at  Rome, 
in  which  it  was  contended  that  the  crown  belonged  of 
right  to  the  son  of  James  II.,  and  that  no  Catholic 


*  MS.  copy  of  the  petition,  penes  Auct 
f  MS.  copy,  penes  Au<*'t 
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could  in  conscience  swear^  allegiance  to  G^rge  h    It 
^^TBs  in  vain  that  the  Catholics  contended  that  tliey 
were  not  answerable  for  the  writings  of  others :  thiol 
old  axiotn,  that  Catholics  will  not  keep  faith  with  he- 
retics^ was  resorted  to,  and  it  was  at  last  advised,  to 
satisfy  pie  ministry,  that  an  application  should  be 
Jmade  to  the  pope  for  his  sentiments  on  the  subjecfc 
His  answer  was  conveyed  through  the  internuncio  at 
Brussels  to  Dr.  Stonor,  one  of  the  Catholic  bishops.  < 
'  ^'  Forasmuch/'  says  that  minister,  *^  as  the  projected 
^^  formula,  or  any  other  which  may  be  proposed,  cffll- 
*'  tains  an  obligation  upon  oath  of  an  entire  obedience 
*'  and  fidelity,  with  a  declaration  not  to  do  any  Hasig 
**  either  directly  or  indirectly  i^inst  the < present  ooo- 
^*  stitution  of  the  kingdom,  I  am  ordered  to  infonb 
'  -  you  that  it  i&not  only  conceived  that  such  formulas  vt 
*^  allowable  and  lawful,  but  it  even  appears  to  be  idh 
'^  derstood  that  those,  of  whom  they  are  demanded^ 
are  positively  obliged  to  take  them :  since  on  tint 
subject  are  alleged  to  me  the  passs^ges  of  St  Pettt 
and  St.  Paul,  which  prescribe  obedience  to  sofe- 
*' reigns/'* 

But  though  this  answer  was  so  favourable,  though 
the  emperor  ordered  his  ambassador  to  employ  all  his 
interest  in  behalf  of  the  Catholics,  their  attempts 
were  unsuccessful,  and  they  shortly  saw  themselves 
exposed  to  still  greater  hardships  from  the  act  for  levy- 
ing 100,0001.  on  the  estates  of  papists. 

It  cannot  be  necessary  to  enter  into  the  history  of 
Catholic  affairs  during  the  present  reign.  With  the 
replies  of  the  foreign  universities  to  Mr.  Pittas  queries, 
and  the  oaths  taken  by  Catholics  according  to  the  acts 
passed  in  their  favour,- the  reader  must  be  acquainted. 
I  shall  therefore  content  myself  with  asking  wheth^ 
the  oaths  and  protestations  contained  in  the  preceding 
pages  do  not  fully  bear  me  out  in  the  assertion,  that 
the  great  body  of  the  British  Catholics  has  never  been 
accustomed  to  acknowledge  in  the  pope  any  temporal 
authority,  or  to  consider  the  deposing  and  dispensing 

*  MS.  copy  of  the  letter  in  French,  dated  Brux,  Oct.  10,  1716.- 
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powers  as  parts  of  its  religious  creed.  But  if  this  be 
true  of  Catholics  in  former  times,  it  must  be  true  of 
those  at  the  present  day,  nor  do  I  see  how  any  man 
can  rationally  accuse  them  of  partiality  to  the  doc- 
trines they  have  disclaimed,  or  fear  that  they  should 
adopt  them  at  any  future  period.  The  fact  is,  that 
there  exists  not  within  the  United  Kingdom,  nor 
within  any  kingdom  in  Europe,  a  body  of  men,  whose 
religious  opinions  with  respect  to  the  civil  government 
are  so  accurately  ascertained.  They  have  not  only 
explained  their  sentiments :  they  have  sworn  to  the 
truth  of  that  explanation.  They  have  made  their 
allegiance  doubly  secure.  They  are  bound  to  it  by 
their  religion :  they  are  also  bound  to  it  by  their  oath. 

In  conclusion,  it  may  be  observed,  that  the  statute- 
book  at  present  is  on  this  subject  in  contradiction  with 
itself.    Whoever  peruses  the  preambles  to  the  statutes, 
from  the  pressure  of  which  the  Catholics  pray  to  be 
relieved,  will  learn  that  they  were  enacted  against 
persons  described  as  traitors  to  their  country,  sup- 
posed to  hold  that  faith  is  not  to  be  kept  with  protes- 
tants,  and  to  believe  that  the  pope  could  lawfully  de- 
pose princes,  and  absolve  subjects  from  their  allegi 
ance.     By  the  acts  passed  during  the  present  reign  in 
&vour  of  Catholics,  it  is  admitted  that  those  who  take 
the  oaths  prescribed  therein  do  not  come  under  this  de- 
scription.     Of  course  they  are  not  the  men  against 
whom  the  penal  statutes  were  enacted.     Why  then 
are  they  still  made  to  suffer  under  them  ?     Certainly 
justice  and  consistence  require  that  this  contradiction 
should  no  longer  exist,  but  that  all  who  bear  true  alle- 
giance to  the  king,  all  who  abjure  the  temporal  supe- 
riority of  every  other  prince  or  prelate,  should  be  ad- 
mitted to  the  common  rights  and  distinctions  of  British 
subjects. 
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A  REVIEW, 


4'C.    i^C. 


That  a  regular  opposition  to  the  Catholic  Claims 
has  lately  been  organized,  must  be  evident  to  the  most 
inattentive  observer.  The  clergy  have  been  placed  in 
the  front  of  the  battle;  and,  with  the  cry  of  danger 
to  the  church  has  been  coupled  that  of  danger  to  the 
constitution.  To  perpetuate  religious  disabilities,  epis- 
copal charges  have  been  published,  meetings  of  the 
clergy  have  been  held,  and  petitions  from  dioceses,- 
colleges,  and  archdeaconries,  have  been  poured  into 
l>oth  houses  of  parliament  In  aid  of  these  efforts, 
:he  press  also  has  been  put  into  requisition :  and  the 
laboiirs  of  the  anti-catholic  journalists,  the  establish- 
ment of  an  anti-catholic  magazine,  and  the  diffusion  of 
mti-catholic  tracts,  published  in  every  shape,  and 
idapted  to  every  understanding,  bear  honourable  testi- 
mony to  the  zeal  and  activity  of  those  who  assume  the 
lead  in  this  orthodox  crusade. 

The  Catholic,  however,  when  he  looks  back  on  the 
)ast,  will  learn  to  hope  well  of  the  future.  He  will 
)bserve  that  the  irritating  objections  of  former  times 
ire  now  almost  shamed  out  of  parliament,  and  can 
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Lincoln  and  Gloucester  have  detected  the  lurking  dan- 
jger,  which  had  escaped  the  penetration  of  these  great 
utatesmen ;  and,  by  the  publication  of  their  Chaj^ies, . 
have  endeavoured  to  expose  it  to  the  view  of  tbeik^ 
clergy,  and  of  the  nation.     Of  the  two  right  reverend^ 

E relates.  Dr.  Tomline  was  once  as  much  in  the  dark  a&^ 
is  fiiend  Mr.  Pitt,  and  like  him  was  induced  to  favonir^^ 
the  Claims  of  the  Catholics.    His  illumination  onlyr 
began  with  the  change  of  ministry  in  1807;   and  th^ 
Charge  which  he  published  last  year,  details  his  reasons 
for  opposing  that  measure,  of  which  he  was  formedy 
the  advocate.    The  Charge  of  Dr.  Huntingford  wbb 
first  called  forth  by  the  petition  of >  the  English  Cadio- 
lies  in  1810,  and  was  re-published  in  1812,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  success  of  Mr.  Canning's  motion  in  tlie 
last  parliament.    It  is  my  intention  to  review  these 
publicaticms ;  and,  as  the  object  of  each  is  the  same, 
the  reasornin^  similar,  and  their  merit  nearly  equa^  I 
shall*  to'  avoid  repetitions,  join  both  tc^tner,  care- 
fiiUy  distinguishinj^  whatever  may  be  peculiar  to  either 
preutte,  and  omitting  nothing  that  I  may  think  desenr- 
mg  of  notice. 


THE  CHARGES 


OF  TH£ 


BISHOPS 


OF 


LINCOLN   AND    GLOUCESTER, 


r  is  a  favourite  manoeuvre  with  the  leaders  of  the 
iti-catholics,  to  attempt  to  sanctify  their  opposition 
^  appealing  to  the  wisdom  of  their  ancestors.  .  The 
^abilities,  of  which  we  complain,  are  described  as  so 
3uiy  safeguards,  erected  by  the  great  men,  to  whose 
bits  we  owe  the  Revolution ;  and  the  reputation  of 
eir  supposed  authors  gives  them  an  importance,  to 
lich  of  their  own  nature  they  can  have  no  claim, 
ich  also  is  the  conduct  of  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln.  He 
gins  his  Charge  by  telling  us,  that  to  determine  at 
e  time  of  the  Reformation,  what  struggles  and  what 
nflicts  might  arise  among  men,  whose  religious  faith 
IS  so  fundamentally  different,  was  beyond  the  reach 
human  foresight :  but,  that  at  the  Revolution,  more 
m  a  century  had  elapsed,  and  the  knowledge  of  the 
ngers  to  which  the  reformed  religion  had  been  ex- 
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posed^  from  the  re&tless  hostile  spirit  of  those,  who  still 
adhered  to  the  Church  of  Rome,  enabled  the  great  and 
wise  men  concerned  in  settling  the  Revolution,  to  make 
such  provisions  as  would  secure  the  Protestant  esta- 
blishment against  future  attempts  of  papists :  that  some 
of  the  laws  enacted  then,  and  soon  after,  have  been  re* 
pealed,  that  others  are  in  force,  &c.*  Now,  even  sup* 
posing  this  statement  to  be  correct,  it  m^  be  doubted, 
whether  the  infeiencie  sought  to  be  dra#n  from  it  can 
be  just.  During  the  long  lapse  of  more  than  a  century, 
much  mav  have  happened  to  make  that  inexpedient 
now  which  was  deemed  neceissary  then.  Circumstances 
miay  have  altered ;  the  irritation  caused  by  the  writings 
of  controvertists,  and  the-  conflict  of  parties,  may  have 
subsided ;  the  attachment  of  the  Catholics  to  an  wifin^ 
tunate  &mily  may  have  ceased ;  and  the  dangerous 
doctrines  attributed  to  them  in  former  times,  may  have 
been  satisfactorily  disclaimed.  To  conceive  that  lawii 
built  on  the  supposed  exigenpe  of  ;the  ^momept^  must 
stand  till  the  end  of  time,  amid  the  ever-varying  scene 
of  human  affairs,  savours  more  of  the  extravagance  of 
the  enthusiast  than  of  the  sober  judgment  of  tiie  legis- 
lator. The  wisdom  of  our  ancestors  introduced  slavery 
into  the  western  colonies  :  the  wisdom  of  their  posterity 
has  abolished  it.  The  wisdom  of  our  ancestors  intro- 
duced religious  disabilities  at  home:  perhaps  it' may 
become  the  wisdom  of  their  posterity  to  abolisli^  them 
also. 

But,  without  pursuing  this  subject  at  present,  I  have 
no  hesitation  to  say,  that  the  statement  of  the  right 
reverend  prelate,  in  whatever  light  it  be  considered,  is 
inaccurate.  If  he  mean  to  attribute  the  existence  cf 
the  penal  code  to  the  period  of  the  Revolution,  he  is 
refuted  by  the  whole  tenor  of  our  history.  It  required 
more  than  two  centuries  to  rear  that  immense  pile  of 
resttaiiits,  disqualifications,  and  punishments.  Its 
foundations  were  laid  in  blood  by  Elizabeth;  and, 
though  additions  were  made  by  almost  every  succeed- 

*  Bishop  of  Lincoln's  Charge,  p.  1 1. 
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ing  monarch,  it  is  hardly  fifty  years  since  it  was  com- 
pletely finished.  Of  these  opj)ressive  statutes,  many, 
indeed,  since  the  accession  of  his  present  majesty,  have 
been  repealed :  but,  if  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  meant  to 
confine  his  assertion  to  those  only  which  remain, 
history  will  still  shew  that  he  is  incorrect.  Of  the 
disabilities  from  which  we  now  pray  to  be  relieved,  the 
principal,  those  which  the  prelate  is  so  anxious  to  per- 
petuate, were  imposed  before  the  Revolution,  They 
owe  their  existence  to  one  of  the  most  disgraceful 
periods  of  our  history :  they  were  enacted  when  the 
prejudices  and  passions  of  the  people  had  been  wound 
up  to  an  almost  inconceivable  degree  of  phrenzy  by 
the  impostures  of  Titus  Oates.  Oates  was  afterwards 
convicted  of  perjury,  and  his  evidence  was  declared  a 
tissue  of  the  most  improbable  falsehoods :  yet  the  dis- 
qualifications to  which  it  gave  birth  have  never  been 
removed ;  they  are  still  hung  round  the  necks  of  the 
Catholics,  after  the  revolution  of  more  than  one  hundred 
and  forty  years. 

The  right  reverend  prelate  next  informs  us,  that 
^*  the  ordy  disabilities  now  remaining  are,  that  papists 
are  not  allowed  to  sit  in  parliament,  to  fill  the  great 
offices  of  state,  to  preside  in  courts  of  justice  or  equity, 
or  to  command  the  army  or  navy."*  Were  this  state- 
ment less  inaccurate  than  the  preceding,  still  I  conceive 
the  Catholics  would  have  reason  to  complain.  To  be 
compelled  to  participate  in  all  the  burthens  of  the 
state,  but  prohibited  from  aspiring  to  any  of  its  honours 
or  rewards ;  to  be  permitted,  indeed,  to  shed  our  blood 
for  our  country,  but  to  be  excluded  from  promotion  in 
the  service ;  to  be  admitted  to  the  bar,  but  to  sit  there 
stigmatized  as  unworthy  to  advance  in  the  profession : 
all  these  are  disabilities  sufiiciently  galling  to  an  inge- 
nuous spirit.  But,  if  the  learned  prelate  will  condescend 
to  cast  his  eye  on  the  note  in  the  next  page,  he  will  learn, 
that  there  still  remain  many  other  restraints,  of  which 
he  appears  to  be  ignorant — restraints  equally  repugnant 

*  Bishop  of  Lincoln's  Charge,  p.  11,  12. 
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to  the  principles  of  sound  policy,  and  the  precepts  of  a 
benevolent  religion.* 

Having  thus  prepared  the  minds  of  his  readers,. bjn 
lessening  the  number  of  our  grievances,  and  attributing" 
their  origin  to  men  who  were  not  their  authors,  thfe 
Bishop  of  Lincoln  proceeds  to  affirm,  that  civil  disabi-- 
lities,    though    created  in   consequence  of  religious 
opinions,  are  not  acts  of  persecution,  but .  perfectly- 
consistent  with  the  true  principles  of  toleration.     And 
here  it  is  that  the  two  prelates  begin  to  tread  on  the 
same  ground.     "  Toleration,"  they  tell  us, ''  is  a  per* 

*  1.  English  Catholics  are  universally  disabled  from  voting  at  elee- 
tions.  2.  Thej  are  equally  subject  with  dissenters  to  the  disabilities 
arising  from  the  Test  and  Corporation  Acts ;  and  they  alone  actually 
feel  those  arising  from  the  former.  3.  In  Ireland,  any  Catholic  priest^ 
who  shall  celebrate  marriage  between  any  two  persons,  knowing  thorn, 
or  either  of  them,  to  be  of  the  Protestant  religion,  shall,  on  conviction, 
be  deemed  guilty  of  felony,  without  benefit  of  clergy,  and  suffer  death 
accordingly.  4.  No  Catholic  is  legally  authorised,  in  Ireland,  to. pos- 
sess, or  use,  arms  of  any  description,  unless  he  be  seized  of  freehold 
property  of  £100  yearly  value,  or  possessed  of  a  personal  estate  of 
jCIOOO  ;  or  unless  he  have  sworn  and  verified,  in  open  court,  that  boil 
possessed  of  £'10  yearly  of  freehold  property,  or  £300  personal  property. 
All  Catholics  who  possess  not  such  property,  or  who,  possessing  it,  have 
not  verified  it  in  open  court,  are  liable  to  have  their  houses  searched,  by 
day  or  night,  on  mere  suspicion ;  and  are  subject,  on  the  slightest  evi- 
dence of  attempting  to  evade  the  law,  to  the  punishment  of  the  pilloiy 
and  whipping.  5.  Neither  is  any  Catholic  permitted  by  law  to  exer- 
cise the  trade  of  a  cutler,  a  gunsmith,  or  a  garaokeepeer.  6.  No  Ca- 
tholic can,  legally,  be  an  apprentice  to  a  cutler  or  gunsmith.  7.  No 
Catholic  can  keep  for  sale,  under  any  pretence  whatever,  any  warlike 
stores,  sword-blades,  barrels,  locks,  gun-stocks,  &c.,  under  a  penalty  of 
£20  fine,  and  one  year's  imprisonment.  8.  Every  Catholic  who  shall 
be  assisting  in  burying  any  dead  body  in  any  other  place  than  a  Pro- 
testant church-yard,  is  liable  to  a  fine  of  £10.  9.  In  both  countries, 
no  Catholic  can  give  or  grant  lands,  money,  or  other  property,  for  the 
permanent  endowment  of  any  Catholic  clergyman,  house  of  worship, 
school-house,  or  other  pious  or  charitable  foundation  for  a  Catholic. 
10.  Neither  can  any  Catholic  claim,  possess,  or  enjoy,  any  advowson,  or 
right  of  patronage,  or  presentation  to  any  ecclesiastical  benefice,  or  even 
give  up  his  right  in  trust  to  a  Protestant.  Those  who  would  see  more 
respecting  these  restraints,  and  the  hardships  to  which  they  gave  birth, 
with  the  nature  of  the  statutes  which  have  already  been  repealed,  may 
consult  the  Historical  Account  of  the  Laws  against  the  Roman  Catho- 
lics of  England,  by  C.  Butler,  Esq.;  the  History  of  the  Penal  Laws 
against  the  Irish  Catholics,  by  Henry  Pamell,  Esq. ;  and  the  Statement 
of  the  Laws  which  aorffrieve  the  Catholics  of  Ireland. 
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mission,  under  the  authority  of  law,  to  every  individual 
to  profess  the  religious  opinions  which  he  conceives 
most  consonant  to  Scripture,  and  to  worship  God  in 
the  manner  most  agreeable  to  the  dictates  of  his  con- 
science. Internal  faith  and  external  worship  compre- 
hend the  whole,  as  far  as  this  subject  is  concerned,  of 
religious  service :  and  whoever  enjoys  unrestrained 
freedom  in  these  two  respects,  enjoys  perfect  religious 
toleration."*  Now,  it  is  indeed  true,  that  Catholics 
are  no  longer  liable. to  the  forfeiture  of  one  hundred 
marks  for  being  present  at  the  service  of  their  own 
church,  or  to  the  monthly  fine  of  twenty  pounds  for 
being  absent  from  the  service  of  the  established  church. 
The  intolerant  statutes,  by  which  these  punishments 
were  enacted,  have  been  repealed ;  and  we  enjoy  the 
permission  of  professing  our  own  creed,  and  practising 
our  own  worship.'f'  But  it  should  not  be  forgotten 
at  what  price  we  purchase  that  permission.  It  is  with 
the  loss  of  the  civil  rights  possessed  by  our  fellow-sub- 
jects ;  of  the  common  immunities  which  the  constitu- 
tion supposes  to  be  the  birth-right  of  every  Briton.  We 
must  either  sacrifice  them,  or  abjure  our  religion.  Is 
this  "  unrestrained  freedom  in  our  worship  ?"  Is  this 
"  full  and  perfect  toleration  ? " 

Toleration  (if  we  must  use  a  word  which  seems  to 
imply,  that  one  man  ought  to  depend  for  the  exercise 
of  religious  worship  on  the  sufferance  of  another,)  is 
the  true  mean  between  establishment  and  persecution. 
To  establish^  is  to  select  a  particular  creed,  and  to 
provide,  at  the  national  expense,  for  the  support  of  its 
ministers.  To  persecute,  is  to  select  a  particular  creed, 
and  to  subject  its  professors  to  restraints,  privations, 
or  punishments.  To  tolerate,  is  to  do  neither.  If,  on 
the  one  side,  the  toleration  of  a  religion  does  not  en- 
courage it,  on  the  other  it  does  not  molest  it.  It  leaves 
it  to  itself,  and  cautiously  abstains  from  all  legislative 

*  Bishop  of  Lincoln's  Charge,  p.  12.     Bishop  of  Gloucester,  p.  22. 

t  It  is  only  iu  England,  though  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  seems  igno- 
rant of  it,  (p.  12)  that  the  exercise  of  the  Catholic  worship  is  protected 
by  law.  In  Ireland  it  is  exposed  to  insult  from  any  individual,  or  set  of 
individuals,  who  may  be  audacious  enough  to  attempt  it. 
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interference  in  its  favour,  or  against  it.    As,  when  yoits 
establish  a  church,  you  do  not  create  the  civil  righted 
enjoyed  by  its  members ;  so,  neither,  when  you  tole-^ 
rate  a  creed,  do  you  impose  civil  disabilities  on  its 
professors.    Every  molestation,  whether  it  go  to  th& 
privation  of  life,  or  liberty,  or  property,  or  rights  pre* 
viously  possessed,  is  persecution ;   differing  indeea,  iii 
degree,  but  essentially  repugnant  to  the  true  notion  of 
toleration.  Now,  what  is  the  situation  of  the  Catholics? 
Do  they  enjoy  the  exercise  of  their  religion  free  from 
restraint  or  privation?    Can  they  unite  it.  with  the 
exercise  of  the  common  privileges  of  British  subjects! 
No :  they  are  condemned  to  live  in  a  state  of  perpetual 
disqualification.    This,  then,  cannot  certainly  be  what 
the  two  prelates  mean  by  "  full  and  perfect  toleration." 
If  we  consider  it  impartially,  it  is  persecution :  not  that 
persecution  which  sends  to  the  stake  or  to  the  gibbet ; 
but  a  persecution  inflictive  of  mental  pain,  and  indefir 
nite  in  duration  :    a  persecution  most  irritating  to  the 
feelings  of  the  sufferers,  but  which  is  less  noticed,  and 
less  abhorred,  because  it  is  not  of  a  nature  to  strike  the 
senses  of  spectators. 

We  are  told  by  both  prelates,  that  to  persecute  is  to 
inflict  punishment ;  to  compel  men  to  adopt  a  pre- 
scribed faith,  or  to  suffer  the  loss  of  liberty,  property, 
or  even  life."*  Now,  admitting  this  definition,  I  see 
not  how  the  adversaries  of  the  Catholics  can  clear 
themselves,  even  on  their  own  grounds,  from  the  charge 
of  persecution.  To  compel  a  man  to  abjure  his  own 
faith,  or  suffer  the  loss  of  privileges  to  which  he  has 
otherwise  a  claim,  is  much  the ,  same  thing  as  "  to 
compel  a  man  to  adopt  a  prescribed  faith,  or  suffer  the 
loss  of  property."  If  one  be  persecution,  the  other 
must  be  persecution  also.  For  the  privileges  in  ques- 
tion are  as  valuable  as  property :  in  many  instances 
they  can  be  exchanged  for  property.  Thus,  then,  the 
case  stands: — the  English  Catholic  peers  have  an  he* 
reditary  right  to  sit  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  by  the 
30th  of  Charles  II.  they  cannot  exercise  this  right  un- 

•  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  p.  16.     Bisbop  of  Gloucester,  p.  20. 
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less  they  preyiously  abjure  their  religion.  Catholic 
gfentlemen,  if  otherwise  qualified,  are  of  common  right 
eligible  to  sit  in  the  lower  house :  by  the  same  act, 
should  they  be  chosen,  they  must  relinquish  their 
leats,  or  pronounce  their  own  worship  to  be  idola- 
trous. Every  Catholic  freeholder,  or  freeman,  has  a 
right  to  vote  for  members  of  parliament:  by  the  7th 
auid  8th  of  William  III.  he  must  apostatize,  or  forego 
the  exercise  of  that  right.  Such  disabilities^  in  the 
estimation  of  a  thinking  man,  are  equal  to  positive 
punishments.  To  be  declared  incapable  of  serving 
liis  Majesty  in  any  offices  of  trust,  emolument,  or 
power,  is  the  severest  penalty,  which,  in  many  cases, 
the  law  inflicts  on  delinquents  guilty  of  atrocious  of- 
fen<^es :  and  will  it  be  said,  that  the  same  disiqualifica- 
tion,  enforced  against  four  millions  of  subjects  for 
their  religious  tenets,  is  not  a  punishment,  but  a  mea- 
lure  perfectly  consistent  with  the  true  principles  of 
iMleration  ? 

'  An  attempt  has  been  made  to  draw  a  distinction  be- 
tween persecution  and  exclusion  from  power.  It  has 
liirnished  the  two  right  reverend  Prelates  with  many 
Vn  elegent  antithesis,  but  appears  to  me  to  bear  not  on 
the  present  question.  For  it  is  not  of  his  actual  ex- 
Illusion  from  this  or  that  place  of  trust  or  profit,  but 
rf  his  ineligibility  to  fill  any,  that  the  Catholic  com- 
[llains.  Not  only  does  he  not  possess  such  places,  but 
lie  is  rendered  incapable  of  possessing  them.  What 
is' granted  to  every  other  class  of  subjects  is  denied  to 
dim ;  and  the  punishment,  which  the  law  awards 
igainst  offences  of  the  most  pernicious  tendency,  is 
iiiflieted  on  him  for  religious  opinions.  To  keep  him 
li  a  state  of  degradation,  limitations  are  imposed  both 
in  the  elective  franchise  and  the  prerogative  of  the 
*ipbwn.  Neither  can  the  people  have  for  their  repre- 
sentative, or  the  king  appoint  to  any  office,  a  Catholic, 
lowever  his  abilities  and  services  may  fit  him  for  such 
situations.  Even  the/country  is  incapacitated  from 
•ewarding  the  Catholics,  who  brave  every  danger  in 
ts  service,  and  shed  their  blood  to  extend  its  conquests 
ind  maintain  its  independence. 


me 

'  But^  observes  the  Bishop  of  Gloucester,  **  the  Ca^ 
.thoilics  have  no  reason  for  complaint.  For,  .thoughiex-- 
^elusion  from  povs^er  be  the  consequence  of  their  pria* 
^iciples,  adherence  to  those  principles,  or,  in  other 
-wotds,  the  cause  of  their  exclusion,  is  entirely  tbeire- 
rsult  of  their  own  free  will.  To  the  enjoyment  of  eveiy 
.blessing  in  life  is  annexed  some  condition :  if  we  do 
.:not  choose  to  fulfil  the  condition,  we  are  not  entitled 
itoithe  blessing.***  To  talk  in  this  manner  has  of  brte 
tbeen "galled,  to  reason:  to  me,  without  meaning  any 
'^disrespect  to  the  right  reverend  Prelate,  it  appears  to 
ibe  nothing  else  than  adding  insult  to  .oppression.  U 
.is  the  language. of  the  Algerine  corsair,  when  he  chains 
.his  Christian  captive  to  the  oar:  "You  have  no 
•  cauae,"  the  intolerant  infidel  may  also  say,  **  ff:Mrcon]^ 
\  plaint.  Renounce  the  faith  of  Christ,  and  you  ar^ 
-free.  .  If  you  refuse,  slavery  is  indeed  the  consequQOC^:: 
a Jbut,; adherence  to  your  religion;  or,  in  other  wo^ 
the  cause  of  your  slavery,  is  entirely  the  result  of  yQiir 
-own  free  will.  Your  freedom  is  annexed  to  the  con- 
;dition  ;  ^.ijd,  if  you  dp  not  choose  to  fulfil  the  pondi- 
.^tion,  you  are  not  entitled  to  the  blessing." 

The  reasoning  of  the  Bishop  of  Gloucester  may 
perhaps  Jiold  in  matters  of  comenience.  Of  such 
^objects,  whoever  prefers  one  to  another,,  takes  it  with 
.both  its  advantages  and  disadvantages.  He,  indeed^ 
;may  have  no  reason  for  complaint.  But,  in  matters  of 
opinion  and  conscience,  the  principle  is  false.  The 
;  human. judgment  is  not  at  liberty  to  assent  or  dissent, 
^  as  fa#cy  or  interest  may  suggest.  The  mathema^ 
stician  cannot  reject  the  axioms  on  which  his  science 
;is  built,  nor  can  the  sincere  inquirer  into  religion  dis- 
jbelieve  what  in  his  own  mind  he  is  convinced  is  the 
rtruth.  He  may  be  induced  to  profess  the  contrary  in 
.words ;  he  may  declare,  upon  oath,  ihat  his  religious 
principles  are  erroneous :  but,  in  that  case,  he  be- 
^  comes  a  hypocrite :  he  is  guilty  of  perjury;  he  acts  in 
I  opposition  to  truth,  honour,  and  religion :  lie  deserve^ 
^t^e  contenaptpf  man,  and  the  anger  of  the  Almighty. 

*  Charge,  p.  9. 
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Yet;»this. is  the.  condition. to  which  Catholics  are  re- 
duced;by  penalties,  and  disabilities^     It  is  not  of  oucr 
free  choice  that  we  incur  these  disabilities  i  but  y9u 
take  adv'antage  of  our  religious  convictions,  .and  of  our. , 
horror  for  perjury,  to  place  us  in  a  situation,  in  which, 
we  JBusteither  forfeit  the  common  privileges  of  .Bri- 
tons,,or  piTofess.  oucsalves:  traitors  to  our  God.     Ahd» 
shall  we  be  told  that  we  have  no  reason  for  complaint? 

It.appears.  to  me,  .that  of  all  men,  those  ovighlthe. 
lea^t  to  hold  such  language,  who.  claim  to  be  cgnsi-:" 
d^sred  as  .the  apostles  of  the  meek  and  lowly  Saviquiv 
His  l^ngdom  is  not  of  this:  world— why  then,  do  theyr 
aeek  to.  support  it  by. restrictive  statutes  .and  civil  dis-r' 
qpaJifications ?    Thus  are  they  compelled  to  act  in. 
cpntradiction  to  themselves :  to  preach  up  the  unre-., 
8ti:suned.  freedom  of;  religious  worship ;   and  yet  de- 
inand*  as.  the  price  of  it,  the  surrender  of  those  privi- 
leges,, which  Britons  deem  most  valuable:  to  denounce., 
si^ust  us  the  vengieance  of  heaven,  if  we  do  not  cull 
quir- religious. faith  fyom. the  Scriptures,  and  then  very ^ 
cbaritably  to  torment  us  with  the  scourge  of!  civil  disT . 
^l),iUties,  if  we  discover  ia.  the  sacred  volumes  .doctrines^ 
different  from  theirs> 

But  the  principal  argument  on  which  the  twx)  Pfcr 
ISkt^Sf  rest  their- cause,  is.  the  right  of  self-defence.  It 
is^s^  duty,  they  tell  us,  which  each  one  owes  to  .him- 
filip^f,  to.  guard  against  the  most  distant  approach  of 
Mf^atever' may  be.injuriousj  If  the  petition  of  th(^ 
Csttho.Ucs  be.  granted,  they. may  possibly  acquire  po- 
liti<^al  power;  and,  if  they  acquire  political  power, 
they  njiay  possibly  employ  it  for  the  subversion  of  the 
e^tftbli^bed  church.*  That  the  principle  of  self-de 
f^jB^jCe,  will,  in  cases  of  real  danger,  authorize  the  adopr 
tipij.  qf.  lawful  precautions,  I  am  not  disposed  to  deny 
bvt  these  precautions  must  be  founded  in  equity ;  they 
must  be  such  •  as  reason  will  justify,  or  necessity  ex- 
Qus^.  Yqvi  are  not  .to  invade  the  rights,  or  privileges 
of:  others. on  the  bare  suspicion  of  future  danger,  on 
t^^  npiere  possibility  of,  a. possibility      You  are  not,  as 

*i  B^)ipp  oif  G^o^cestor;8  Chfti^ge^  p..  8.     Bishpg   t  ^Jn9.9Ks  PW'«%v. 
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has  been  justly  said,  **  to  catie'a  man  tit  Lady-diiyi 
because  he  may  affront  you  at  Midsummer."  You  are 
not  to  punish  the  present  generation  of  Catholics,  b^ 
cause  there  is  a  possibility  that  their  posterity  nlay 
injure  your  posterity  in  ages  yet  to  come. 

Let  us  then  have  the  courage  to  look  more  nearly  at 
this  mighty  danger,  this  terrific  spectre,  which  haunts 
so  many  orthodox  imaginations.  1.  In  the  good  tinies 
admired  and  eulogized  by  the  two  Prelates,  the  dan- 
ger was  supposed  to  arise  from  attachment  to  the 
Bouse  of  Stuart,  from  the  acknowledgment  of  thfe.. 
Pope's  temporal  power,  and  from  the  adoption  of  thfe 
deposing  and  king-killing  doctrines.  It  was  to  oppose 
these  that  the  principal  disabilities  were  created;  it 
was  to  guard  against  the  influence  of  these  that  the 
safe-guards,  as  they  are  called,  of  the  establishment, 
were  erected.  But  the  family  of  Stuart  is  no  more': 
and  the  obnoxious  doctrines,  we  have  proved  it  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  legislature,  have  no  partisans  among 
us.  The  danger  then  no  longer  exists,  nor  do  the  Ca- 
tholics of  the  present  day  belong  to  that  description  of 
piersons,  from  whom  it  was  understood  to  arise,  and 
against  whom  the  penal  disabilities  were  originally 
enacted. 

2.  The  Catholics  of  the  United  Kingdom  have 
'*  faithfully  promised  to  maintain,  support,  and  de- 
fend, to  the  utmost  of  their  power,  the  succession  to 
the  crown;"  which  succession,  by  an  act  entitled,  "An 
Act  for  the  further  Limitation  of  the  Crown,  is,  and 
stands  limited,  to  the  Princess  Sophia,  Electress,  and 
Duchess  Dowager  of  Hanover,  and  the  Heirs  of  her 
Body,  being  Protestants.''  Such  are  the  very  terms  of 
the  oath  which  we  have  taken :  and,  as  long  as  the 
established  church  is  secure  of  having  a  Protestant 
prince  for  its  head,  it  can  be  in  no  great  danger  of 
subversion. 

.  The  Irish  Catholics  have  gone  still  farther ;  and,  to 
silence  the  predictions  of  their  adversaries,  have  "  dis- 
claimed, disavowed,  and  solemnly  abjured  every  in- 
tention to  subvert  the  present  church  establishment, 
foir  the  purpose  of  substituting  a  Catholic  establish- 
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ment  in  it$  stea4 :  and  have  solemnly  sworn  that  they 
will  not.  exercise  any  privilege,  to  which  they  are,  or 
may  bepome  entitled,  to  disturb  or  weaken  the  Pro- 
testant religion  or  Protestant  government  in  that  king- 
dom." 

3.  But,  supposing  for  a  moment,  that  men,  who 
during  the  long  lapse  of  so  many  years,  have  laboured 
under  the  severest  disabilities,  through  their  respect 
for  the  sanctity  of  an  oath,  should  at  last  determine  to 
peijure  themselves,  and  violate  the  promises  to  which 
they  are  so  solemnly  pledged :  supposing  that,  restored 
to. an  equal  participation  in  the  benefits  of  the  consti- 
tMtio2),:they  should  undertake  to  subvert  the  established 
church,  let  us  see  what  would  be  the  obstacles  which 
they  would  have  to  surmount.  First,  there  would  be 
jthe  opposition  of  the  king,  the  head  of  that  church, 
with  the  immense  patronage  of  the  crown  at  his  dis- 
posal. Secondly,  there  would  be  all  the  spiritual,  and, 
with  the  exception  of  half-a-dozen  Catholics,  ail  the 
temporal  peers.    Thirdly,  there  would  be  the  majority 

.o£  the  House  of  Commons,  in  the  proportion  of  at 
least  ten  Protestants  to  one  Catholic.  Fourthly,  there 
would  be  the  voice  of  the  people  seconded  by  all  the 
influence  of  the  establishment.  Now,  by  what  species 
of  magic  are  six  Catholic  peers  to  become  the  majority 
of  the  House  of  Lords,  or  is  one  Catholic  commoner 
to  outvote  ten  Protestants  ?  By  what  miracle  is  the 
king  to  be  induced  to  abandon  the  defence  of  that 
church,  of  which  he  is,  by  conviction,  a  member,  and 
by  law  the  supreme  head  ?  By  what  manoeuvres  are 
the  Catholics  so  to  blind  the  eyes  of  the  people,  and 
to  deceive  the  confidence  of  the  prince,  as  to  worm 
themselves  into  the  possession  of  all  places  of  power 

^  :and  trust?     The  thing  carries  with  itself  its  own 
.  refutation. 

To  an  imagination  distorted  by  fear  pigmies  appear 
(pants,  and  mole  hills  swell  into  mountains.     We  are 

-  ^  told,  that  if  the  disabilities  are  removed,  then  all  the 
commanders  of  our  forces,  and  all  the  members  of  the 
cabinet,  and  of  the  parliament,  may  by  law  be  Catho- 
lics.   Why  so,  at  the  present  moment,  they  may  be 
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etll'  infidels.  Yet,  who  ever  thinks  thAtthey  will  be 
«o  ?  The  legislator,  instead  of  ranging  through  the 
.  whole  st)here  of  possibilities,  in  -search  of 'that  wlueh, 
*in  all  human  probability,  will -never 'happen,  j^houtd 
look  back  on  the  past,  and  thence  derive  instruction 
tfor'the  present.  -There  was  a  time  when  the  two 
chuFbhes  of  Englarid  and  Scotland  were  engag^  ia 
struggles  as  violent,  to  say  the  least  of  theao,  as  any  in 
"'Which  the  Protestants  and  Catholics  have '  been  •  eo- 
'gaged.*  Ever  since 'the  union  of  the  two  kingdopw, 
sixteen  members  of  that  church  have  enjoyed  seats  m 
the  higher,  forty-five  •  in  •  the  lower  house  ;  many. have 
•been  commanders-in-chief  both  in  the  -anmy  and  navy; 
•numbers  have  been  called  to*  the  privy  council  andthe 
cabinet;  and  some  have  even  been  lord  chancellors 
tand  keepers  of  the  king's  conscience.  Now,  what  has 
been  the  consequence?  Religious  dissension  l has 
(gradually  died  away;  and  the  establishment  in  Englsmd 
has'*l)een  rendered  more  secure  than  it. could  have 
been,  had  the  membeps  of  the  church  of  Scotland, 
by  an  intolerant  policy,  been  totally  excluded  firom 

power.f 

From  this  supposed  danger  to  the  church,  they  pass 

'  to  a  supposed  defect  in-  our  political  integrity.  They 
maintain,  that  "  the  exclusion  of  papists  from  all  situ- 

.ations  of  authority,  is  sufficiently  justified  by  their  di- 
rect opposition  to  one  of  the  fundamental  principles  of 

•the  ecclesiastical  part  of  the  constitution :  that  it  i^  de- 

.  clared,  in  one  of  the  thirty-nine  articles,  that  the  king 
is  the  head  of  the  church,  without  being  subject  to 

i.any  foreign  power ;  J  that  in  the  supreme  government 
confided  to  the  -king,  is  combined  spiritual  with  tem- 
poral power;  that,  on  this  ecclesiastical  polity -of  the 
constitution,  the  avowed  sentiments  and  open  conduct 

*  Hume,  Charles  I. 

-t  I   might   add,  that  no  hiconvenience  was  ever  experienced  t|]|]r 

the  establishqd,  church,  though  Catholics  contij^upd .  to  J)e  ,fnc^jKr»,yf 

,  parliajpenttiil  the  year  J^7,8,.(iLi3d  ihoiJgli  -there  ,we.re  about. tjjirty  Cji- 

thplic  peers,  when  ihe  House  of  Lords  did  ^lot  ampunt  to  one-third  of 

its  present  number, 

X  Bkhtqp  of  Lincoln,  p.  22. 
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cftfie  Romanists  infringe;  and  that,  of  course;  their ' 
political  integrity  is  defective;*    To  this  reasoning  I 
may  be  allowed  to  reply. 

1.  It  appears  very  extraordinary,  that  men;  wht>' 
disclaim  all  intolerance,  who  abhor  the  very  shadow  of ' 
persecution,  should  yet  wish  to  deprive  others  of  civil ' 
privileges,  because  they  reject  one  of  the  artiel^es'of" 
their  church. 

2.  If  the  Catholics  do  not  admit-  *'  the  spiritual- 
power"  of  the  king,  they  must  share  that  reproach  or* 
misfortune  with  the  whole  church  of  Scotland,  and  all 
dissenters  from  the  establishment  both  in  England  and 
Ireland.    Now  we  do  not  find  that  these  have  ever,  on  - 
lliat  account,  been  condemned  as  deficient  in  political 
integrity.     The  members  of  the  church  of  Scotland 
have  long  been  admitted  to  situations  of  the  greatest' 
power  and  responsibility  even  in  England.    In  Ireland, 
though  the  king  is  by  law  the  head  of  the  church,  the  • 
test  acts  have-  no  existence.     There   the  dissenters, 
though  equally  numerous,  are  put  on  the  same  footing 
with  the  members  of  the  establishment.    It  cannot  be, 
then,  that  the  non-admission  of  the  king's  spiritual 
supremacy  must  necessarily  disqualify  a  British  sub- 
ject for  the  enjoyment  of  civil  offices  and  distinctions. 

3*.  After  the  pledges  of  allegiance  which  the  Catho- 
lics have  given,  pledges  more  solemn  and  comprehen- 
sive, perhaps,  than  were  ever  received  by  any  other 
gfovemment  from  its  subjects,  it  is  unfair  to  oppose 
their-  Claims  with  the  hackneyed  and  ambiguous  ex-  • 
pression  of*  "  the  constitution  in  church  and  state."  * 
Resolve  it  into  its  component  parts,  and  it  will  be 
fbond  to  be  an  abbreviation,  equivalent  to  '^  the  con- 
Btitution  of  the  church  and  the  constitution  of  the  state." ' 
It  cannot  be  contended  that  they  are  not  two,  but  one  - 
GMid  the  same  constitution.   Every  man  knows  that  the  - 
laaxiner  in  which  the  church  is-  constituted^  is  different 
from:  that  in  which  the  state  is  constituted.    In  the 
church  the  l^slative  power  is  vested  in- the  .king  and 
CMunrocation :  in  the  state  it  is  vested  in  the.  king  and 

*  Bishopof  Gloiioegter,.p.  19. 


the  two  houses  of  parliament.  In  the  church  the  exe- 
cutive power  resides  with  the  king,  the  prelates,  and 
other  ecclesiastical  offices  :  in  the  state  it  resides  with 
the  king  aiid  the  subordinate  civil  magistrates,  who  de- 
rive their  authority  from  him.  Now  the  prayer  of  the 
Catholic  petition  concerns  not  the  constitution  of  the 
church.  The  Catholics  seek  not  to  deprive  it  of  its 
head :  they  ask  not  to  sit  in  the  convocation :  they 
claim  not  ecclesiastical  preferments  or  jurisdiction. 
Whatever  they  ask  regards  the  state  only ;  and,  in  the 
state,  they  petition  for  nothing  more  than  to  be  put  oa 
the  same  footing  of  eligibility  with  their  Protestant 
countrymen, 

But  the  Bishop  of  Gloucester  has  another  argument 
in  reserve,  which  is  unnoticed  by  his  episcopal  brother. 
He  appeals  to  authority  in  the  defence  of  tests.  Perhaps 
the  reader  has  already  anticipated  a  long  chain  of  quo- 
tations from  the  inspired  writings;  a  theological  in- 
quiry into  the  nature  of  the  restraints,  which  the  Saviour 
of  man  imposed,  and  recommended  to  the  care  of  his 
apostles.  No  :  the  learned  Prelate  knew  that  it  wasin 
vain  to  search  in  the  Scriptures  for  the  supports  and 
safeguards,  which  he  considers  necessary  for  the  pre- 
servation of  the  scriptural  Church  of  England.  It  is 
in  ike  history  of  the  idolatrous  states  of  Athens  UA 
R^me  that  he  looks  for  proofs.*  A'Christian  biebt^ 
appeals  In  favour  of  his  church  to  the  practice^f  pagi^ 
nations!  This  is  passing  strange  !  Yet  he  ought  * 
ha.ve  known,  that  the  instances  which  be  has  addnceclf 
apply  not  to  the  present  question.  If,  the  young  mtt 
of  Atftetis  swore  to  preserve  the  sacred  rites  of  tb^ 
Country;  if  the  judges  and  arcbons  bound  themselMi 
by  oath,  to  observe  the  laws ;  if  the  Roman  senatiii 
offered  supplication  to  their  deities  before  they  to<A 
theii'  seats ;  it  wasnot  with  a  view  to  the  excluaioa  of 
any  religious  aociety.  The  theology  erf  the  andieoli 
was  UDaccLuaiuted  with  restrictive  or  exclusive  law*. 
It  .was  made  of  more  accommodating  materials,  9iA 
readily  iitcoif»orat«l.wtth  itself  the  lites  aodworshipi^ 
every  nation. 

•■Cl»tg*,>  31.  ■■   ' 
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*  Since;  however^' the  learned  prelate  is  partial  to 
ancient  authority,  I  will  recommend  to  his  notice  a 
passage  in  the  works  of  a  pagan,  but  eminent  states- 
man. ^'  Let  those>  who  shall  be  called  to  the  govern*- 
ment,  always  observe  the  two  precepts/of  Plato:  the 
one,  to  refer  whatever  they  do  to  the  public .  good,  re- 
gardless of  their  individual  mterests ;  the  other,  to  make 
Sie  whole  body  of  the  state  the  object  of  their  care, 
]esti'  by  confining  it  to  a  part,  they  neglect  the  re- 
mainder. For  those  who  legislate  tor  the  interest  of 
one  part,,  and  neglect  the  interest  of  the  other,  intro- 
duce the  greatest  of  calamities  into  a  state — sedition 
and  discord."* 

r.^'^From  the  practice  of  ancient  pagans  the  Bishop  pro- 
ceeds to  that  of  modem  infidels.  He  tells  us,  that  the 
Ii8t)k)nal  assembly  of  France,  amidst  all  their  atrocities 
and  phrensies,  had  sense  enough  to  discern,  that  fide- 
lity to  the  existing  state  was  to  be  secured  by  the  obli- 
gation of  an  oath.f  It  may  be  sufficient  to  reply,  that 
we  also  have  secured  our  fidelity  to  the  state  by  the 
#bIig4ition  of  an  oath. 

•  Lastly,  and  this  is  still  more  extraordinary,  he  ap- 
peals'to  the  United  States  of  America,  where  the  laws 
provide  that  all  persons  in  power  shall  be  bound,  by 
9ath  or  affirmation,  to  support  the  constitution. J  But, 
•l)y  the  same  laws,  it  is  also  provided,  that  "  no  reli- 
.giQus  test  shall  ever  be  required  as  a  qualification  to 
any  office  of  public  trust  under  the  United  States.'* 

,11;  then,  the  authority  of  those  who  framed  the  Ame- 
,  riCan  constitution  be  of  any  weight,  let  it  be  taken 
eqtire,  and  it  will  be  found  to  contain  the  most  pointed 
>Gondemnation  of  all  that  for  which  the  anti-catholics 
.contend. 


*  C\eisto  deoffieiis,  lib.  i.  Rec.  26.  Oipnino  qui reip.  prsfuluri  sunt, 
'duo  Plttonlfl  presoepta  tenoant:  unum,  ut  utiiitatom  civium  sic  tuean- 
iur,  «t  qusBoumque  agunt,  ad  earn  referaut,  obliti  commodorum  suorum, 
.alterum,  ut  totuin  corpus  reip.  cureiit ;  ne  dum  partem  aliquam  tucntur, 
'veliquas-denerant!  Qui  autora  par*i  civium  consulunt,  partem  negli- 
'  -gODt,  rem  peroiciosissimam  in  civitatem  indacunt,  seditionom  atque  dis- 
ooftdiam. 

t  Bishop  of  Gloucester,  p.  33.  %  Ibid. 
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There  is  one  paragraph  in  the  Charge  of  the  BJabop 
of  Gloucester^  which^  for  his  owa  chaicacter,  I  coaldi 
wish  he  had  never  written,  or  bad  had  the  wisdom  ta 
suppress.  He  has  filled  three  pages  with  an  enumera-^ 
tion  of  Catholic  persecutions ;  and  that  too,  relying  in 
several  instances,  on  very  doubtful  and  treacheroua 
authorities.*  But  is  he  not  aware,  that  the  Catholica 
might,  were  they  so  disposed,  produce  as  long  a  catft* 
logue  of  Protestant  persecutions  ?  If  he  remind  me  of 
the  fires  of  Smithfield,  under  the  bloody  Mary,  I  will; 
call  to  his  recollection,  the  gibbets  and  cauldrons  o£ 
her  mild  and  virgin  sister  Elizabeth,  Were  we  to  weigik 
blood  against  blood,  I  know  not  on  which  side  the  1»* 
lance  would  lie :  but  this  I  know,  that  to.  introduce 
such  matter  into  the  consideration  of  so  important  % 
subject,  is  to  appeal  to  the  worst  passions,  iu  the  buaiaA 
breast ;  to  preach  religious  animosity  instead  of  Chris^ 
tian  charity,  and  to  set  up  the  cry  of  prejudice  in  tha 
place  of  sober  and  rational  discussion.t 

Neither  can  the  Bishop  of  lincoln  claim  the  meed 
of  greater  moderation,  when  he  attempts  to  deUnealii 
the  conduct  of  the  Catholics  of  Ireland.  He  boldly 
asserts,  that  '^  the  concessions,  which  they  obtained  vr 

*  Bishop  of  Gloucester,  p.  24,  27, 

+  It  may  here  be  proper  to  notice  a  charge  mado  by  the  Bishop  of 
Gloucester  against  the  petition  of  the  English  Catholics  in  1811.  It 
contained  these  words.  **  Thus  the  Catholic  soldiers  are  incessantly' 
"  exposed  to  the  cruel  alternative  of  either  making  a  sacrifice  of  their 
*•  religion,  or  incurring  the  extreme  of  legal  punishment."  The  right 
reverend  Prelate,  after  shewing  that  fine  and  imprisonment  are  the  only 
punishments  ordered  to  be  inflicted  for  the  non-attendance  at  divine 
service,  by  the  first  section  of  the  articles  of  war,  continues :  •'  How, 
**  in  a  solemn  address  to  parliament,  the  petitioners  could  vontuie  to 
'*  arraign  his  majesty's  martial  code,  and  bring  against  it  an  opprobriow 
"  accusation,  not  grounded  on  fact,  must  be  left  for  themseiires  to  ex- 
"  plain.*'  p.  13.  Perhaps  the  following  passage  from  Mr.  ButWs 
Historical  Account  of  the  Laws  against  the  Roman  Catholics  of 
England,  may  explain  the  nature  of  the  accusation,  and  shqw  how  br 
it  was  or  was  not  grounded  on  fact.  ^'  By  the  same:  articles,  sect  % 
**  art.  6,  if  the  soldier  shall  disoboy  any  lawful  command  of  bis  superioc 
*'  officer,  (and,  of  course,  if  he  shall  disobey  any  lawful  command  of  l^f: 
<<  superior  officer  to  attend  divine  service  and  sermon)  hi9  shall  suffer- 
''  death,  or  such  other  punishment,  as  by  a  general  court-martiftl  sh^ll 
"  be  awardedi"     Hist  Account,  p.  21. 
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1993;  were  made  imder  tlie  aasuranee  tkai  f^ 
sppljf  for  no  i&Hiliier  indulgeiiice.:  but,  that  the  papists 
baviiYg  tbas  aoquiced  additional  s^Trength,  and  ibaring, 
as  they  supposed,  lulled  the  .government  amto  security 
by  ithfidr  promises  and  professions,  formed  new  conspi- 
ncies,  iprcpaced  for  .open  rebellion,  ajod  invited  tiie 
Fuench  >to  ftbeir  Bssistance,  for  the  purpose  of  accom* 
pUflhtngrfiieir^iieal  objects — separation  irom  Great  Bri- 
tain and  {Ronran  Catholic  aacendancy."^  That  the  ri^ 
reverend  Prelate  is  not  one  of  your  venal  party  ivrriters, 
who  ^rall-Gondeacend  to  be  the  vehicles  of  slander,  and 
saorifioe  the  character  of  an  opponent  to  obtain  an 
ephemeral  success,  1  am  ready  to  acknowledge :  y^ 
mr  what  purpose  )ie  has  introduced  such  inflanunatory 
matter  into  his  Charge,  or  <m  what  amtibority  he  has 
made  these  accusations,  so  unfounded  in  thecnselvefip 
and  '80  irritating  to  the  .feelvigs  of  a  whole  people,  I 
CMHifess  myself  at  a  loss  to  conjecture^  He  begiis  by 
assenting,  that, -an  assurwce  was  given  m  17i)3,  that  the 
dal&Qlios  would  not  apply  for  any  fprtiher  io<iwlgenoe. 
BtvX,  1.  By  <wj^am«  or  to  whom  was  this  assurance 
giwsxi?.  To  theae  questions^  w  a^^wer  ev^r  hWp  or 
xam  rbe  returned. 

^.  About  the  ciose  of  the  year  J  792,  a«^  prepara- 
tory ;to  ttie  ^ipproaching  session  of  partiame^fc  the  C^ 
tholics  of  Dublin  published  a  declaration,  in  which,  tf) 
«  .similar  assertion,  th^y  wake  the  following  reply : 
"^  W.^  were  nev.er  guilty  of  th^  deceit  imputed  to  iis^ 
^  declaring  that  a  little  wQuJd  satisfy  ^s;  and  when 
^-b^it  little  w,as  grafted,  ^f  claiming  mjore.  Our  owp 
iO^teotion,  Qs  w$l  as  that  of  oujr  Protestant  fellow  sub- 
$^si,^tirae  directed  to  thf^  most  jimmiediate  anii  m^t 

•^  -PUihop  of  :Lii>colD*$  Charge,  p.  26.  Wjbile  writipg  tijese  lines,  I 
]e|^li  ftQm  ^tlie  public  |)ripits,  that  ^he  Society  for  ifie  P^omotioa  of 
Mb|iris(ian  Knowledge,  has  ordered  7000  copies  of  the  Bishop's  Chaise 
4o4>e  {HTinled,  for  the  instruction  and  edification  of  the  poor.  It  is  now 
^ISQO^^iftr^jiinoe  a  Society,  for  tiie  promotion  of  Christian  Kpowieclgey 
w^  ^i^l^li^iod'iiQd^r  the  auspices  qf  the  Redeemer  of  naaokind.  B^t 
jji^  M^ient-was  not  like  the  modern  society.  They,  indeed^  attended 
to  the  instruction  of  the  poor;  but  they  were  not  aware,  that  Christian 
'  Imowledge  consisted  in  the  science  of  thedogical  politics,  -and  the  art  of 
fP«rp«tiiaSiig  roHgioiu  4iaabiUti«8. 
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practicable  redress.  We  did  not  embarrass  the  mea^ 
sure  by  remote  and  extraneous  considerations ;  but  we 
never  did,  either  in  word  or  thought,  and  we  never  vifl, 
forego  our  hopes  of  emancipation/' 

3.  In  the  address,  which  the  Catholics  presented  to 
his  majesty,  and  the  petition  which  they  offered  to 
parliament  in  1793,  they  distinctly  prayed,  that  '*  tke 
whole  of  their  case  might  be  taken  into  consideratum, 
and  that  they  might  be  restored  to  the  rights,  and  pri- 
vileges of  the  constitution.'* 

4.  In  1794,  the  year  after  the  concessions  in  their 
favour,  the  Catholics  of  Dublin  published  a  resolution, 
that  an  humble  application  should  be  made  to.pasliv- 
ment  in  the  ensuing  session,  for  a  total  repeal  of  the 
penal  and  restrictive  laws,  still  affecting  the  peo|^  of 
Ireland. 

5.  In  January,  1795,  the  lord-lieutenant  wrote  to 
the  English  secretary  of  state,  that  the  Catholic  nobi- 
lity and  gentry  were  all  in  perfect  unison  with  the 
committee :  that  they  all  decidedly  looked  to  the  same 
object,  and  that  they  were  determined  never  to  loie 
sight  of  it.''  These  documents  need  no  comment 
They  prove  the  contrary  of  the  Prelate's  assertion. 
They  prove  that  the  Catholics,  even  at  the  very  time, 
openly  avowed  their  expectation  of  further  indul- 
gence. 

In  1795,  petitions  for  total  emancipation  were  pre- 
sented to  both  houses  of  parliament,  from  almost  every 
body  of  Catholics  in  Ireland.  Still,  however,  if  we 
may  believe  the  right  reverend  ProJate,  they  were 
**  lulling  government  into  security,  while  they  formed 
new  conspiracies,  prepared  for  open  rebellion,  suad 
invited  the  French  to  their  assistance."  Now,  from 
this  statement,  who  would  not  conclude,  that  the  men, 
who  had  hitherto  been  the  leaders  of  the  Catholics, 
were  the  very  men  who  planned  and  organized  the 
rebellion.  Yet,  it  is  well  known  that  it  originated 
from  Protestants.  The  Union,  so  it  was  called,  ac- 
cording to  the  report  of  the  committee  of  the  House 
of  Lords,  was,  for  more  than  a  year,  principally  con- 
fined to  the  Protestant  province  of  Ulster,  and  hardly 
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known;  id  &e  Catholic  province  of  Leiaster,  Muaster, 
and  Connaught.  And  the  reason  given  by  those,  who 
had  the  best  means  of  knowing,  was,  that  the  members 
of  the  Union  were  suspicious  of  the  Catholics,  whom 
they  considered  '^  as  entertaining  an  habitual  spirit  for 
monarchy.''  *  If  it  afterwards  made  greater  progress 
among  them,  the  cause  is  thus  assigned  on  the  same 
authority.  '*  To  the  Armagh  persecution  is  the  Union 
of  Jirelahd  most  exceedingly  indebted.  The  persons 
and  properties  of  the  wretched  Catholics  of  that  coun- 
try were  exposed  to  the  merciless  attacks  of  an  Orange 
faction,  which  was  certainly,  in  many  instances,  un- 
cqtitrolled  by  the  justices  of  peace,  and  claimed  to  be 
supported  in  all  by  government.  When  these  men 
found  that  illegal  acts  of  magistrates  were  indemnified 
by  occasional  statutes,  and  the  courts  of  justice  shut 
against  them  by  parliamentary  barriers,  they  began  to 
think  they  had  no  refuge  but  by  joining  the  Union. 
We  will  here  remark,  once  for  all,  what  we  most 
solemnly  aver,  that  wherever  the  Orange  system  was 
introduced,  particularly  in  the  Catholic  counties,  it 
was  uniformly  observed,  that  the  number  of  united 
Irishmen  increased  most  astonishingly.  The  alarm 
ifvhich  an  Orange  lodge  excited  among  the  Catholics, 
made  them  look  for  refuge  by  joining  together  in  the 
united  system ;  and,  as  their  number  was  always  greater 
than  that  of   bigoted  Protestants,  our  harvest  was 

terifold.t 

But,  if  multitudes  of  the  lower  classes  were  thus 
inveigled  by  artifice  on  the  one  side,  or  driven  by 
terror  on  the  other,  to  join  the  rebels,  yet  the  higher 
classes,  the  only  persons  whom  the  Bishop  can  suppose 
to  have  given  assurance  to  government,  and  thus  to 
have  lulled  it  into  security,  remained  stedfastly  loyal.J 

•  Memoir  of  the  Orig'n  and  Progress  of  the  Irish  Union,  t».  3.  It 
was  conaposcd  and  delivered  to  government  by  the  chief  of  the  rebi  Is 
in  confinement 

f  Memoir  of  the  Origin  and  Progress  of  the  Irish  Union,  p.  5. 

:^  *«  You  have  discovered,  that,  with  the  single  exception  of  Dr. 
'*  M^Nevin,  w)io  appears  to  have  been  perfectly  indifferent  abont  his  re- 
''  ligion,  every  proitiinent  individual,  in  the  various  higher  departments  of 
**  the  rebels,  was  either  a  Protestant  or  a  Presbyterian.   And  thaf,  with 


Im'ihtiUf^Bm^  tSVbit,  1798,  they  published  an 
addroM' to  Aeir- dtfwMc  liMthren,  waarning  them  of 
thteb  (iBpsa;  avfl  ffislio|4ing-th«m  to  a  peaceable  and 
kmtt'CoaiiiMtt.  On  Ifertt  98A  *f  the  same  month,  the, 
leb^tqafamiAjiitalt;:  «od,:.09:  the  30th,  the  Catholic 
■obilit^,  KOtrgK  mA  «^ni^>  presented  an  address, 
iiMfciilwaEdfetfiwcr.tihQmQAd^ signatures,  to  the  loidr 
liautenaBJt^  iexpKessNre  e£'1|bftil  loyalty,  and  of  tlieii 
^  dett^minatioDt.  usioitsi  as,  tjiey  were  to  enjoy,  free 
(tf  exen  leatoietion^tiu)  fiiflt  bieneht  of  the  constitution^ 
tapRt&rthairpnMiiil.att^Wthat  of  removing  those 
natocbOBft  fa7IBHBP4-  of  f(^<nBa  invasion,  or  by  any, 
atfaerrtep'inffQBaisteot  witlht^  law^  of  the  land."  At 
tba sane' time:  tbe  Ca^Qlic^  fH-elates  displayed  theii 
k^ahyriaeTeiyihapfblty^  OJffcqKations,  remonstrancesi 
pastoral:  letteas^  wad  by  onj^ng  the  sentence  of  ex- 
eonm/aaaeiB^n  «(gaioat  aUitK^bels  to  be  read  and.eur 
forced!  at  etch,  m&sa^  cw,  thts-  next  Sunday  after  tfae 
reeeipl  of  it*  If  tiepCE  iflst*nces  do  not  satisfy  the 
ffiirfion  <^  LiofioK-  let  ^n  %ten  to  the  testimony  of 
Mrv  Pitt,  wfaot.  r«pea$edl%  apd  in  particular  in  the 
debate  QH  tbe:Vm(W^,.ctfiQf!ired)  that  the  rebellion  in 
irdaod  could  ^ib  be.  congii^red  as  a  Catholic  rebel- 
lion;- and  to  th^t  of  M;!..  Pei^evaJ^  who,  ifii  ^pqat^ 
on  the  GathoUc-  quealaoa  ia  1805,  made. the  same*}^ 
dafatioa,  ob£eryiog,.thRt90'g];eater  number  of  Gatbtih 
lies  were  to.  be  found,  m  t^e  rebellion,  thaji  ntight  b4 
expected  in  a  country,  whose  population  wafl,,ip  4 
great  proportion.  Catholic. 

Wi4ii  equal  jusdce  does  the  right  reverend  Prej^te 
ia£9rm  us,  tba,t  "tl^  titular  Archbishop  of  Pub)ii|, 
De,  'froyj  ha»  declared  the  decisiQus  of  general  cpi^ 

V  Ut4S(^e.exoeptioii,  notauoAle  in^riduslof  thoseBptnap  Cat^qKdt 
"  who  had  advocated  the  poUUcal  claims  of  their  body  in  the  mnat 

V  stTQDuoae,  vebemeol,  aod  meuaping  mauDer,  ip,  the  meetings  wlpck 
'''  topk  place  s^iiecedentljr  ti;  the.  rebellion,  appeaia  to  have  been  ooih 
*'  cerned  in  the  latter."  P.  ]  I.  of  Address  to  the  Protestant  Nobb? 
BKD,  f&c  o^  tt>& ppo^tjT, (^f  P(^][j  by.Thomaa  Newooliam,  Esq.  Co^ 

^m.'  ■  ■    ■  '  -  ■■ 

t^  t^&  "  PiutQi;Bl  Bemonatrauces,  &c  of  tho  IriBh  C^hi^ 
'-*  P*^J»  W#  Ww  »fli!  ^"^"K  ^  reb«I}i99,!*'^  »^W«ll^  Iff 
^ivHt  W^  Co,  liO(idoiv  .         ,     .     . 

/ 
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Bll9  to  'be  of  infallible  aiitbof  ity ;  fmd  lias  quoted,  with 
mark^  ^PfNPob^tiQipi^  ^  fooiortb  council  of  Lateraa ; 
ijfK^  4ecFee$  pf  whicb  eopiiiL  tba  utter  e;Ktbrpatioa  of  all 
h$anetic$,  (tlvgtt  is,  of  all  Christians  ^ifferiug  from  the 
^wch  of  Rome)  and  the  dethronement  of  heretical 
ptoypreigns;  and  declare^  that  all  engagements  entered 
int^Q^  with  heretics,  though  sanctioned  by  oath,  are 
{[QiUiities  in  themselves."^  On  this  pa^i^age  the  n^oet 
pj^witable  qpnstriKMion  which  can  be  put,  19,  that  the 
l^ned  Prelate,  through  inadvertence,  or  confidence 
in  the  representat;ions  <>f  others,  has  misunderstood 
^ih  1;he  work  of  Dr.  Troy,  to  which  he  alludes,  and 
f^p  canons  of  the  council  pf  Lateran,  which  he  de^ 
icribes-t  As  for  Dr..  Troy,  his  character  places  him 
$^  Above  the  reach  of  such  insinuation^^  The  e^tir^ 
ffftioj^  of  heretics,  dethronement  of  sovereigns,  and 
yjplation  of  oajths,  have  Jlittle  affinity  with  that  known 
fup4  approved  loyalty,  which  he  has  displayed  on  the 
^^fi^  trying  occasions.  If  he  spoke  with  approbation 
1^  ^  council  of  Lateran,  that  approbation  was  cour 
^n^  to  its  dogmatical  decji^ipn^ :  the  canons  described 
)^y  his  right  reverepd  accuser,  did  any  such  in  reality 
e^t^  are  on  temj)oral  matters ;  and  of  consequence, 
f^  Pr.  Troy  and  every  Catholic  knows,  can  be  of  no 
i^^e,  till  th^y  are  accepted  by  the  government  of  each 
fiftitpujar  .&l;aJte, 

•  Bishop  of  Lincolq,  p.  25. 

f  Tbose  canons  I  shall  have  occasiou  to  notice  more  particularly 
jjn  wy  review  of  Lord  Kenyon's  paniphlet,  and  to  it  I  must  refer  the 
Kpai^er,  he^^ng  him  to  beaf  in  his  recoUectiop  the  passage,  which  I 
^ve  just  transcribed  from  the  JJishop  of  Lincoln's  Charge.  As  9. 
proof  *'  that  the  doctrines  and  principles  of  papists  have  undergone  no 
•*  situation,  (I  conceive  those  doctrines  aj-e  meant  vvbich  we  have  dis- 
**  ^laio^ed)  the  learned  Prelate  transcribes  the  last  sentence  from  Dr. 
•*^  1»  Hogue's  Ti;e^tise  pn  General  .Councils.  The  same  passage, 
**  for  the  s^me  purpose,  .wa3  quoted  with  triumpj^  by  the  lat^  Mr,  Per; 
««  ceval  in  the'  debate  of  last  ycarj  but,  when  he  ha4  considered  thc| 
V  contents  of  the  work,  as  "pointed  out  to  him  by  ^irj.  Cox  Hippisley^ 
*f  jxe  cwxdidly  acknowledged  his  mistake.  It  will  not,  perhaps,  be  tdp 
**  -muQh  to  es^t  ;.  simjir^j:  acj^iiowie^graent  from  the  fcandbur  of  the 
••  i%^^P  .<rf  iW®9h»i"-  See  p.  7.  of  the  supplgpaentajy  pote?  to  tha 
substance  of  the  spe^h  of  Sir  J.  C.  Hippisley  on  the  24th  April,  1812. 
The  researches  and  exertions  of  that  jgentleman,  in  our  cause,  demand 
the  gratitade  of  every  Catlfolio. 


woqM  b^  trae  aiul>  futhfy  Bttfejiects  t»!C|i^ii6v«t«(^ 
irhen  <itief4«ny  bini>ev«n  a  ii^dv^'itti'thr^^^ 
meiit  to  biBhopklks  ^Hfhi&'his  ttwn  don^iontf^'lHd 
rtqbire.  that  the- influence  of  th^  po^h  clevgV;  iMli» 
ibmt  people*  shttold  flow  ftotn  akfop6igtt  stflirtiei,  lliir'"'^ 
dkannebtv  oV«r  wbtoh  the  civil  itnd  «ccki«ittsti6iil'] 
of  thesekiDj^oQis  i»  to  hate  oier  ^iitSNml,  no -i 
M'mteifer6ni!ie.r«  It  may* be  sUfMenttd  }rejAf;' 
if  the  Gatholte  clergy  ttbiuSd'thiAlta^tttoiMl'itttribttl 
flieni;  the  kibg  {>6Bse8se^  4ils  mutth'JeMiti^tirtf^r^^ 
dui  over  any  otiier  ^t^scription  o^  men  wit&ih  the*  17] 
Kingdom.  Theiy'  aw  equally  'atift^nblyle'tof^  4^ 
The  onljr  real  advantsige  Which  eould  i^ult  fitf^^ 
Biegative^on  iJie  appdititmeiit  of  Cathdiiic  bl^op8,'i|<(^ 
Im^  the  quieth^  or  the  appipeheiluiioiis-  of  sbm6  ^pnlffii 
formed  but  weU-meabing  Profeestahts,  Aright  ^^0 
goyemmetit  cuifiot  clsdin :  tlnless  it  also  cmiitt^k-riiK 
to  iet  negative  oti  Hie  a{>pointment  of  diissebting^  pMW 
and  preachers,  of  Jewish  prints,  and  MohiVj 
riors.  If  there  were  a  time,  when  tfaei  Irish 
seemed  disposed  td  allow  it,  thiett  timie  of  coiifidi 
has  been  suffered  to  piass  by.  The  refusal  of  justi^ 
as  usually  happens,  has  generated  distrust.  Since  that 
period  the  Catholics  of  Ireland  have  experienced  the 
most  bitter  disappointments :  they  have  seen  measurei 
adopted  against  them,  which  they  considered  as  in- 
sulting and  oppressive ;  and  have  wisely  hesitated  to 
resign  the  government  of  their  church  into  the  hands 
of  men,  who  have  declared  themselves  its  enejmies;aDd 
whose  partisans  make  it'  their  object  to  coyer  it  with 
calumny  and  abuse. 

From  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  I  must  once  more  re^ 
turn  to  the  Bishop  of  Gloucester.  That  prelate  coih 
eludes  his  Charge  with  copious  extracts  from  Catholic 
books  of  devotion,  on  which  he  professes  to  make  do 
<;omment.  They  have  often  before  been  collected  bj 
Protestant  controvertists,  and  as  often  hav&  been  dc: 
fended  by  liie  Catholic  apologists.     But  the  inference 
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"which  the  prelate  draws  from  them,  after  all  he  has 
said  against  persecution  and  in  favour  of  toleration, 
has,  I  confess,  surprised  me.  He  appeals  to  his  or- 
thodox readers,  whether,  "  in  their  conscience,  they 
)kigbt  to  wish,  that  to  the  adoption  of  Romanist  doc- 
trines, and  Romanist  worship,  should  be  given  greater 
encouragement  by  the  legislature."*  Are  then  our 
temporal  rights  to  be  refused,  lest  the  concession 
should  be  deemed  an  encouragement  to  our  religious 
worship?  For  doctrines,  merely  religious,  we  are 
answerable  to  God  alone.  With  them  the  state  has  no 
eoacem.  To  subject  a  man  to  civil  disabilities  for 
|k>litical  delinquency,  is  certainly  justifiable;    but  to 

terpetuate  those  disabilities  because  he  entertains  re- 
gions opinions,  which  you  deem  erroneous,  is  nothing 
teiss  than  persecution.   Whether  we  are  political  delin- 
^liients,  or  not,  has  been  discussed  in  the  preceding 
^^ages ;  but,  if  we  are  not,  it  is  an  act  of  justice  to  re- 
store to  us  our  political  privileges.     Conscience  must 
plead,  not  against  us,  but  in  our  behalf. 
*i^'  However,  whether  the  concession  of  our  Claims  be 
iSeemed  a  matter  of  justice  or  of  favour,  in  no  light  caii 
it  be  considered  as  **  an  encouragement  given  to  our 
doctrine."    If  it  be  a  favour,  it  is  a  favour  granted  to 
Us,  not  as  Catholics,  but  as  citizens ;  not  with  a  view 
to  the  dissemination  of  our  religious  opinions,  but  to 
reward  our  services  in  the  cause  of  our  country,  and  to 
bind  us  still  more  strongly  to  the  constitution,  by  ad- 
fiiitting  us  to  an  equal  participation  in  its  benefits. 
When  the  state  '*  encourages"  a  particular  creed,  it 
does  not  merely  remove  unnecessary  disabilities :    it 
makes  it  the  established  religion ;  it  bestows  on  it  dis- 
.tinctions,  wealth,  and  patronage.     This  it  has  done  for 
the  church  in  which  the  learned  Prelate   holds  so 
i^xalted  a  station  ;    and  with  this  he  ought  to  be  satis- 
fied.   We  ask  not  for  such  **  encouragement."    We 
desire  not  even  the  crumbs  that  fall  from  the  rich  man's 
table.     The  object  of  the  Catholic  petitions  is  the 
i^moval  of  penalties  and  disabilities.     If  they  are  in- 


*  Bishop  of  Gloucester,  p.  49,  50. 
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flicted  for  political  delinquency,  we  plead  that  we  are 
not  guilty :  if  for  supposed  doctrinal  errors,  we  plead 
the  rights  of  conscience,  and  invoke  the  aid  of  justicei 
religion,  and  humanity. 

In  conclusion,  I  may  be  allowed  to  call  an  historical 
fact  to  the  recollection  of  the  two  prelates.  There  >m 
a  time,  when  the  spiritual  peers  had  been,  during  a 
long  period,  excluded  from  the  House  of  Lords.  In 
1661,  a  motion  was  made  to  restore  them  to  their  seats, 
and  six  and  twenty  Catholic  peers  voted  in  their 
favour.  Since  that  period,  the  Catholic  peers  have  ex- 
perienced a  similar  exclusion.  They  are  now  reduced 
to  six,  the  descendants  of  some  of  those  very  nobb' 
men,  who  gave  their  votes  in  behalf  of  the  Protestaak 
prelates.  These  now,  in  their  turn,  petition  to  be 
restored  to  the  seats  of  their  ancestors ;  and  such  is 
the  liberality  of  the  present  times,  that  it  is  on  tbe 
bishops'  bench  that  they  find  the  most  "eager  and  maal 
determined  of  their  opponents !  ♦ 

■ 

*  There  ate,  however,  exceptionB :  few  indeed,  but,  on  that  acoont 
the  more  entitled  to  oiir  gratitude.  Long  will  the  name  of  the  Biihcf 
of  Norwich  be  cherished  in  the  remembrance  of  his  Catholic  bcethna 

Ilium  agct  penna  metuente  solvi 
..••• Fama  superstes. 


While  I  was  employed  in  writing  the  preceding 
pages,  a  new  tract,  from  the  pen  of  the  Bishop  of 
Gloucester,  was  published,  under  the  title  of  a  **  Pro- 
testant Letter  to  the  Right  Honourable  Lord  Somers." 
As  it  may  be  considered  in  the  light  of  a  supplement 
to  the  Charge,  I  shall  make  no  apology  for  offering  a 
few  remarks  on  certain  passages  in  it. 

In  a  speech,  worthy  a  descendant  from  the  first 
Lord  Somers,  the  noble  baron  had  maintained,  that 
the  Catholic  Claim's  are  founded  in  justice  and  right 
On  this  subject  the  right  reverend  Prelate  joins  issue 
with  his  lordship,  and  contends,  '*  that  no  subject  in  a 
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free  state  can  have  a  right  to  legislate  for  others^  un- 
less it  originate  in  some  law  recognised  by  the  consti- 
tution. And  where/'  he  asks,  '*  is  the  law,  which 
gives  to  Catholics,  who  will  not  qualify,  the  positive 
right  of  voting  in  parliament.*  Now,  confining  myself 
to  the  claim  of  eligibility  to  sit  and  vote  in  parliament, 
I  may,  in  my  turn,  ask,  where  is  the  law  which  gives 
this  eligibility  to  Protestants  ?  There  is  none.  It  is 
the  common  right  of  the  subject.  It  was  not  created 
after  the  Reformation  in  favour  of  the  established 
church :  it  is  coeval  with  the  constitution,  given  for 
civil  not  for  religious  purposes,  and  equally  existing 
whether  the  subject  have  any  religion  or  none.  In 
the  30th  of  Charles  II.  an  act  was  passed  suspending 
this  right  in  the  persons  of  Catholics.  Repeal  that  act, 
and  there  will  be  nothing  to  prevent  them  from  sitting 
aad  voting  again  in  parliament.  Yet,  how  could  that 
be,  if  it  were  not  the  common  right  of  the  subject? 
The  Bishop  of  Gloucester,  indeed,  says,  that  •"  the 
right  does  not  exist ;  because  the  point  at  variance  be- 
tween him  and  the  noble  lord,  is,  whether  or  not  the 
legislature  shall  enact  a  law  conferring  such  a  positive 
right."!  But,  with  due  submission,  I  will  observe,  that 
the  learned  Prelate  is  mistaken ;  and,  that  the  real 
point  is,  whether  or  not  the  legislature  shall  repeal  a 
law  suspending  that  right. 

It  is  indeed  true,  that  the  legislature  may  append  to 
the  possession  of  it,  certain  conditions :  but  the  nature 
of  a  free  constitution  requires,  that  these  should  trench, 
as  little  as  may  be,  on  the  liberties  and  rights  of  the 
subject ;  that  they  should  not  be  tests  of  religious  opi- 
nions, but  of  civil  qualifications ;  that  they  should  be 
such  as  are  calculated  to  fit  a  man  for  the  office  of 
a  legislator,  not  for  a  seat  in  the  convocation.  Thus 
it  is  required,  that  every  knight  of.  a  shire  shall  pos- 
sess an  estate  of  six  hundred,  every  citizen  and  burgess 
of  three  hundred  pounds  per  annum :  but,  it  may  be 
observed,  that  these  qualincations  are  of  a  civil  nature^ 
and  do  not  amount  to  a  perpetual  exclusion ;  since  each 

♦  Proi  Letter,  p.  9;  t  lb-  P-  10. 
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individual,  by  his  industry  and  abilities,  may  hope  to 
acquire  the" necessary  property.  But,  if  you  exact 
from  the  Catholic,  that  he  shall  moreover  declare  hi» 
own  worship  to  be  idolatrous,  this  qualificatioia  is  of  a 
nature  entirely  religious ;  and,  should  he  be  sincere  in 
his  belief,  shuts  the  door  for  ever  to  all  his  hopes  and 
pretensions.  That  the  legislature  has  the  power  to  do 
thiSj  we  both  know  and  feel ;  that  it  has  the  right  to  do 
it,  we  ihay  be  allowed  to  doubtj  Unless  we  allow  to  it 
also  the  right  to  persecute. 

To  the  affirmation  of  Lord  Somers,  that  isuch  dis- 
qualifications are  unnecessary,  the  Bishop  of  Glouces- 
ter replies,  by  asserting  his  conviction  of  their  neces- 
dity.  May  I  refer  the  learned  Prelate  to  an  authority 
to  which  it  is  -even  his  duty  to  bow:  to  the  actw 
Union  between  the  two  kingdoms  of  England  and  Ire- 
i€uid?  That  act  does  not  consider  the  disquaJiifications 
as  necessary.  It  clearly  intimates  that  they  are  only 
provisionary  and  temporary ;  and  that  the  time  may 
come,  in  which  it  will  be  expedient  to  remove  thein. 
In  the  fourth  article  it  enacts,  that  the  members  of 
both  houses  *'  shall,  until  the  parliament  of  the  United 
Kingdom  shall  otherwise  provide,  take  the  oaths,  make 
and  subscribe  the  declaration,  &c.  now  by  law  enjoined 
to  be  taken,  made,  and  subscribed."  I  am  sensible 
that  an  ingenious  wrangler  may  contrive  to  give  to  this 
clause  a  different  meaning ;  but  I  feel  confident  that 
the  unprejudiced  reader  will  be  of  my  opinion.  Why 
else  were  these  words  inserted  :  ''  until  the  parliament 
of  the  United  Kingdom  shall  otherwise  provide?''— 
That  it  was  then  in  the  contemplation  of  both  legisla- 
tures to  remove  the  present  tests,  and  substitute  others, 
can  hardly  be  doubted,  when  we  look  to  the  conduct 
of  Mr.  Pitt,  the  great  framer  of  the  Union,  both  be- 
fore and  after  the  passing  of  this  act.  Before,  he 
most  certainly  held  out  such  expectations  to  the  Ca- 
tholics of  Ireland,  as  an  inducement  to  them  to  lend 
their  assistance  to  the  measure :  after,  he  always  pro- 
fessed himself  friendly  to  their  cause ;  and  if  he  con- 
sented to  retain  for  awhile  the  present  tests,  it  was 
not  that  he  believed  them  to  be  intrinsically  necessary, 
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but  that  he  conceived  their  abolition  would  not  be  at- 
tended with  the  desired  effect,  if  it  were  not  passed 
with  unanimity. 

It  is  rather  amusing  to  observe  how  kindly  the  right 
reverend  Prelate,  after  opposing  all  our  Claims,  at- 
tempts to  console  us  under  our  disappointment.  He 
reads  us  a  long  lecture  on  the  principle  of  disqualifi- 
cation. It  pervades,  he  tells  us,  every  department  in 
human  life.  Even  parliamentary  members  of  one 
house  cannot  at  the  same  time  be  members  of  the 
other ;  and  whoever  in  the  four  professions,  the  army, 
navy,  law,  and  church,  continues  to  pursue  one  line, 
is  disqualified  for  holding  rank  in  the  other  three.^ 
This  may  be  very  charitable  in  the  Bishop  of  Glonces- 
ter ;  but  few  persons,  I  suspect,  will  be  convinced  by 
his  reasoning.  As  well  might  you  attempt  to  convince 
a  man,  that  he  should  let  you  knock  him  on  the  head, 
by  demonstrating  to  him,  that  since  he  cannot  stand 
ii^  two  places  at  once,  he  ought  to  stand  in  none.  The 
Catholic  claims  not  to  sit  in  both  houses  of  parlia- 
ment at  the  same  time ;  but  he  thinks  this  no  reason 
why  he  should  not,  as  well  as  the  Protestant,  be 
eligible  to  sit  in  one.  He  does  not  demand  to  hold 
rank  in  all  the  four  professions  at  once ;  but,  if  he  pos- 
sess, any  of  the  feeUngs  of  human  nature,  he  must 
wish  to  enjoy  the  same  chance  as  his  Protestant  neigh- 
bour, of  arriving  at  civil  distinction  in  one  ont  of 
three.  Disqualifications,  when  they  arise  out  of  the 
nature  of  things,  or  only  lead  to  laudable  exertion, 
may  ^  borne  with  cheerfulness :  but,  when  they  are 
founded  in  religious  doctrines ;  when  they  tend  to  de^ 
grade  a  man  in  the  comparison  with  his  neighbours,, 
Ihey  cannot  be  viewed  without  disapprobation/ Hoc 
endured  without  complaint. 

.  In  his  Charge  the  right  reverend  Prelate  had  spoken 
with  some  severity  of  the  Catholics  of  Ireland.  In  his. 
Letter  he  passes  a  high  eulogium  on  their  character. 
But,  whether  he  praise  or  censure,  he  is  equally  ad- 

*  Page  89.     The  other  disqualifications  mentioned  by  the  learned 
Prolate  are  such,  as  every  man  nmy  hope  by  bis  exertions  to  remove^ 
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verse  to  their  claims.  He  entreats  them  to  consider, 
that,  being  incorpomted  into  the  whole  body  of  Bri- 
tish subjects,  they  bear  to  the  population  of  die  Bri- 
tish empire  the  proportion  only  of  four  millions  to 
twelve;  and,  that  it  is  not  reasonable,  that  the  in- 
terests of  four  millions  should  supersede  what  is  owing 
to  twelve  millions.*  I  might,  perhaps,  object  to  this 
statement  of  numbers;  1  might  observe  that  tte 
twelve  millions  include  all  religionists,  of  every  seet^ 
with  the  exception  of  the  Catholics ;  that  of  theie, 
many  equally  reject  the  king's  supremacy  wilii  us, 
and  many  are  far  more  adverse  to  the  conidtatiMMi 
of  the  church  than  we  are.  I  might  remark,  Hiat  it  is 
not  very  decorous,  first  to  induce  the  CathoUcs  to  oo- 
operate  in  carrying  the  great  measure  of  the  Uni«. 
by  holding  out  to  them  expectations  of  emaacipatioiiy 
and  then  to  tdl  them,  that  they  must  surrender  «Q 
hopes  of  it,  because,  by  the  Union,  they  are  becoifte 
the  minority.  But/ what  snrpriaeg  me  the  most,  ii, 
the  fearful  declaration  of  the  right  reverend  VfdBlbB, 
that  the  interests  of  the  four  millions,  and  of  tiki 
twelve  millicms,  are  so  incompatible,  that  you  eaUnOt 

Provide  for  the  one  without  abandoning  the  others 
'here  are,  however,  other  legislators,  who  venture  to 
hope  better  things ;  who  are  persuaded,  that  you  may 
grant  to  the  Catholic  what  he  asks,  without  endange^ 
ing  to  the  Protestant  the  possession  of  what  he  enjoys; 
that,  by  allowing  the  four  millions  to  see  som^  of  their 
communion  seated  in  the  legislature,  you  do  not  take 
from  the  twelve  millions  that  ascendancy  which,  from 
their  numbers,  they  ought  to  possess ;  and  that,  by 
giving  to  one-fourth  of  the  population  its  due  weight 
in  the  state,  you  do  not  diminish,  but  add  to  the  re- 
sources and  strength  of  the  empire.  The  four  mil- 
lions  must  be  mad,  indeed,  if,  after  obtaining  the  ob- 
ject of  their  wishes,  they  were  to  engage  in  a  Quixotic 
contest  for  superiority,  m  which  they  must  necessarily 
succumb :  and  the  twelve  millions  must  be  actuated 
by  a  very  weak  and  over-cautious  policy,  if,  through 

•  Page  79. 
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feat  of  such  an  imaginary  project,  they  decline  to  do; 
what  both  justice  and  expediency  require. 

It  would  be  indecorous  and  presumptuous  in  me  to 
offer  any  remarks  on  the  duty  of  Protestant  clergymen ; 
fwid,  for  that  reason,  I  shall  abstain  from  making  any 
cpmment  on  the  forced  and  intolerant  construction, 
which  the  Bishop  of  Gloucester  has  put  on  the  promise 
made  by  them  at  their  ordination.  To  those,  who 
think  the  Catholic  demands  founded  on  right  or  expe- 
diency, his  arguments  will  appear  inconclusive :  to 
<)thers,  it  matters  little  whether  they  appear  so  or  not. 
But,  in  treating  that  subject,  and  indeed  every  other 
subject  connected  with  the  question,  the  right  reve- 
reod  Prelate  triumphantly  employs  an  expression, 
which,  to  say  the  best  of  it,  must  be  addressed  to  the 
piu^Bions,  not  to  the  judgment  of  his  readers.  Why 
should  "  Catholics  legislate  for  Protestants?"*  Were 
I  to  ask  why  bishops  should  legislate  for  laymen,  I 
should  probably  be  told,  that  there  is  a  fallacy  in  the 
.question ;  that  the  legislative  power  does  not  reside  in 
ibe  bench  of  bishops ;  that  they  are  only  a  part  of  one 
.4>f  thQ  houses  of  parliament ;  and  that  whatever  influ- 
ence they  possess  as  clergymen,  is  overbalanced  by 
tlw  greater  number  of  lay-members.  And  may  not  I 
imtMvn  a  similar  answer  to  the  question  put  by  the. 
.  Bishop  of  Gloucester  ?  Were  the  Catholics  admitted 
4o  sk  in  parliament,  they  would  not  be  the  legislature; 
ihe  power  of  enacting  laws  would  still  be  vested  in  the 
three  estates ;  bills  must  still  be  passed  by  the  ma- 
jority in  both  houses,  in  each  of  which  they  would 
form  the  minority,  and  a  small  minority  too ;  and, 
whatever  might  be  their  joint  influence,  as  belonging 
to  the  same  church,  it  would  be  more  than  overba- 
lanced by  the  great  numerical  superiority  of  those, 
who  profess  different  religious  principles.  But  why 
must  it  be  supposed,  that  because  men  differ  in  faith, 
their  interests  and  their  conduct  must  be  different? 
Were  the  Catholic  permitted  to  vote  in  parliament,  he 
would  vote  there,  like  his  Protestant  colleague,  not  as 

*  Pages  8,  19,  35,  38, 49,  &c^ 
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a  religionist,  but  as  a  British  senator ;  and  his  object 
would  be,  not  the  exaltation  or  depression  of  this  or 
that  church,  but  the  common  welfare,  the  general 
prosperity  of  the  United  Kingdom. 

The  right  reverend  Prelate,  in  company  with  the 
Bishop  of  St.  Davids,  has  made  a  voyage  to  the  Baltic, 
in  search  of  an  instance  of  religious  disqualification. 
The  Swedes,  it  seems,  would  not  admit  Bemadotte  as 
crown  prince  till  he  had  conformed  to  the  Lutheran 
church.*  Nothing  can  be  less  applicable  to  the  pre- 
sent question.  What  had  Bemadotte  to  do  widi 
Sweden  ?  He  was  not  a  native ;  he  had  no  property 
there ;  he  had  no  claim  to  the  crown.  When  they 
offered  him  the  succession,  they  were  at  liberty  to  add 
what  conditions  they  pleased,  and  he  was  equally  at 
liberty  to  accept  or  refuse.  By  refusing,  he  would 
lose  nothing  of  what  he  previously  possessed.  But 
the  Catholics  are  British  subjects.  They  contribute 
their  share  to  all  the  burthens  of  the  state.  They 
fight  in  your  army  and  navy.  They  were  in  posses- 
sion of  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  their  Protest* 
ant  countrymen :  and  you  took  these  rights  and  privi- 
leges from  them,  on  account  of  their  religious  creed. 
Certainly  there  is  no  comparison  between  the  two 
cases.  Instead  of  Sweden,  then  let  us  look  at  Hun- 
gary, in  which  the  Catholics  were  to  the  Protestants 
what  the  Protestants  are  to  the  Catholics  in  this  em- 
pire. There,  every  religious  distinction  was  not  long 
ago  abolished ;  and  the  consequence  of  the  abohtion 
has  been,  the  augmentation  of  national  strength  and 
national  prosperity. 

•Page  111. 
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OBSERVATIONS  ON   THE 


CATHOLIC  QUESTION, 


BY   THE 


RIGHT  HON.  LORD  KENYON. 


Xn  his  Letter  to  Lord  Somers,  the  Bishop  of  Glou- 
cester recommends  to  the  notice  of  his  readers,  "  the 
Observations  on  the  Catholic  Question,  by  Lord 
Kenyon." — **  They  demonstrate,"  he  tells  us,  '*  that 
preponderance  of  argument  drawn  from  law,  fact,  and 
expediency,  neither  is  on  the  Catholic  side  of  the 
question,  nor  can  it  be,  till  law  and  fact  are  totally 
altered."*  It  may  be,  that  men,  anxious  to  obtain 
different  results,  cannot  see  the  same  object  in  the 
same  light :  this,  at  least,  I  am  free  to  affirm,  that  the 
inference  which  I  drew  from  the  perusal  of  Lord 
Kenyon's  publication,  was  directly  the  reverse  of  that 
drawn  by  the  right  reverend  Prelate.    To  me,  it  ap- 

f  Protest.  Letter,  p,.138. 
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pears,  that  the  reasoning  of  the  noble  lord  is  built  upon 
premises  generally  doubtful,  and  often  imaginary:  nor 
will  his  lordship's  candour  be  offended,  if,  while  1  pass 
by  the  subjects  already  noticed  in  the  preceding  pages, 
I  point  out  the  instances  in  which  I  conceive  he  has 
been  misled,  or  misinfiDrmed. 

One  striking  feature  in  the  publication  of  the  noble 
lord,  is,  the  boldness  with  which  he  plunges  into  the 
sea  of  theological  controversy.  After  the  declarations 
which  we  have  made,  and  the  oaths  which  we  have 
taken,  it  had  been  hoped  that  no  doubt  could  remain 
on  any  liberal  mind,  of  our  rejection  of  the  dangerons 
principles  imputed  to  Catholics  by  the  Protestants  d 
tormer  ages.  In  the  face,  however,  of  these  oaths  and 
declarations.  Lord  Kenyon  comes  forward  to  renew 
the  discussion.  There  is  some  confusion  in  the  order 
in  which  he  has  marshalled  his  arguments :  but  he 
openly  avows  his  own  conviction,  and  undertakes  to 
prove  to  the  conviction  of  his  readers,  that  the  tem- 
poral superiority  of  the  pope,  and  the  non-observance 
of  faith  with  herietics,  dways  were,  and  still  an^ 
the  accredited  doctrines  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
church.* 

Before  I  reply  to  his  lordship's  reasoning,  I  may  be 
allowed  to  observe,  that  the  first  part  of  his  division 
is  entirely  superfluous.  What  men  may  have  thought 
in  past  ages  has  no  reference  to  the  present  questioo. 
It  IS  not  to  the  creed  of  the  dead,  but  of  the  living, 
that  the  legislature  should  turn  its  attention.  If  our 
&thers  admitted  erroneous  principles,  let  them  answer 
for  it :  we  are  not  to  be  punished  for  the  opinions  of 
other  men.    Should  then  the  noble  lord  succeed  better 

*  To  the  opinion  of  Lord  Kenyon  I  may  be  allowed  to  oppose  that 
of  the  noble  earl,  who  now  presides  in  his  majesty's  councils.  '*  I  bafe 
heard  allusions  made  thi^  nigbt  to  doctrines,  which  I  do  hope  no  man 
now  believes  the  Catholics  to  entertain :  nor  is  there  any  ground  for  an 
opinion,  that  the  question  is  opposed  under  any  such  pretence.  The 
explanations  that  have  been  given  on  this  head,  so  far  as  I  know,  an 
oampUtely  satisfactory  ;  and  the  question,  as  it  now  stands,  is  muoh 
43iQre  narrowed  tbaa  it  was  on  any  former  discussion*" — Speech  of  tbo 
Earl  of  Liverpool  on  the  Debate  m  1810,  published  by  Keating,  Brown, 
and  Keating,  &c. 
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than  those  who  have  preceded  him  in  this  career,  what 
will  be  the  consequence  ?  He  may  lead  us  to  believe^ 
that,  on  these  subjects,  former  Catholics  thought  dif* 
fcrently  from  those  of  the  present  day ;  but  he  will 
never  induce  us  to  admit,  as  true,  the  doctrines  which 
we  have  solemnly  disavowed. 

Let  it  not,  however,  be  conceived,  that  I  decline  to 
meet  the  noble  lord,  even  on  his  own  ground.  For  this 
it  will  not  be  necessary  to  deny,  that  some  popes  have 
advanced  unfounded  claims  to  temporal  superiority,  or 
that  some  councils  have  framed  regulations,  which 
seem  to  exceed  the  limits  of  spiritual  authority*  It  is 
not  firom  the  actions  of  popes,  nor  from  decretals  in- 
serted in  the  body  of  the  canon  law,  nor  from  synodi- 
cal  regulations  on  temporal  matters,  but  from  dogma*- 
tical  decisions  alone,  that  Catholics  draw  the  articles 
of  their  church.  If  temporal  pretensions  were  set  up 
in  former  ages,  they  were  always  opposed,  and,  in 
general,  successfully,  by  the  Catholics  themselves  :  a 
OHivincing  proof  that  they  formed  no  part  of  the  Ca^ 
tholic  creied.  They  grew,  in  fact,  out  of  the  state  of 
Europe  at  the  time ;  they  both  rose  and  fell  with  the 
prevalence  of  the  feudal  system, — But,  let  us  proceed 
to  the  instances  which  the  noble  lord  has  adduced  in 
proof  of  his  assertion. 

1 .  When  the  Catholic  clergy  of  the  United  Kingdom 
embraced  the  opportunity  afforded  them  by  the  Tegis- 
lature,  of  swearing  allegiance  to  his  majesty,  they 
conceived  that  they  had  discharged  a  duty  imposed 
on  them  by  their  religion,  no  less  than  by  the  lawip^ 
But  Lord  Kenyon  comes  forward  to  instruct  their 
ignorance.  He  informs  them,  that  to  bind  themiselves 
to  the  throne  of  an  earthly  monarch,  is  to  debase  th^ 
sanctity  of  their  character ;  and  that  oaths  of  fidelity 
to  temporal  princes  were  forbidden  by  the  great  coun-» 
cil  of  Lateran,  no  less  than  six  hundred  years  ago. 
This  prohibition,  according  to  his  lordship,  was  con* 
veyed  in  the  following  words  :  "  Some  seculars  hav© 
attempted  to  usurp  too  far  upon  the  sacred  rights^ 
when  they  have  required  ecclesiastics,  who  have  no- 
thing  temporal  in  their  character,  to  take  an  oath  of 
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fidelity.  We  therefore  prohibit,  by  the'  authoiity  of 
a  sacred  council,  all  such  priests  from  taking  oaths  to 
secular  authorities  in  such  manner."*  This  is  a  most 
happy  specimen  of  the  art  of  translation.  By  the 
magic  touch  of  the  pen,  a  temporal  tenure  is  converted 
into  a  spiritual  character ;  a  regulation  confined  to  t 
particular  class  is  extended  to  the  great  body  of  the 
clergy;  and  perpetual  force  is  given  to  what  was 
origmally  designed  as  a  temporary  provision  agaimt 
the  anarchy  and  violence  of  the  times.  Is  the  noble 
lord  ignorant,  that,  for  centuries  after  the  council  of 
Lateran,  even  down  to  the  present  day,  the  Catholie 
prelates,  in  every  Catholic  kingdom,  have  been  ac- 
customed to  swear  fealty,  and  to  do  homage  for  their 
temporalities  to  the  sovereign  ?  Or,  is  he  prepared  to 
maintain,  that  the  words  *'  nihil  temporale  detinentes 
ab  eis,''  can  mean,  ''  who  have  nothing  temporal  is 
their  character  ?"  The  fact  is,  that  the  regulatioQ  in 
question  was  in  perfect  conformity  vrith  the  feudal 
law  at  that  period :  it  went  to  restrain  an  abuse,  no 
less  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  the  sovereign,  than  to 
the  interests  of  the  church ;  to  prevent  powerful  and 
factious  barons  from  compelling  clergymen  to  swear 
fealty  to  them,  though  they  held  no  temporal  pos- 
sessions of  them,  and  consequently  were  not  their 
vassals.  I  will  add  a  translation  of  the  canon  in 
question,  and  request  the  reader  to  compare  it  with 
the  version  of  the  noble  lord.  "  Certain  laymen  at- 
tempt to  usurp  too  much  on  the  divine  right,  when 
they  compel  ecclesiastics,  holding  no  temporalities  of 
them^  to  swear  fealty  to  them.  Wherefore,  since,  ac- 
cording to  the  apostle,  the  servant  stands  or  falls  to 
his  master,  we  forbid,  by  authority  of  the  sacred  coun- 
cil, that  such  clergymen  should  be  compelled  to  take 
such  oaths  to  secular  persons.''* 

2.  "It  is  added,"  the  noble  lord  continues,  "by 
Innocent  III.  that  in  case  of  an  oath  being  taken,  as 
a  security  against  conspiracy,  they,  (the  clergy  I  pre- 
sume) were  hot  so  bound  by  that  oath,  but  that  they 

• 

♦  L'ab.  Cone.  Tom.  11.  par.  1.  p.  191. 
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might  stand  against  the  prince  (to  whom  they  had  so 
sworn)  in  the  lawful  defence  of  the  rights  and  honours 
of  the  church,  and  their  own."*  Of  this  translation 
I  cannot  complain ;  for  I  know  not  whence  the  passage 
is  taken,  nor  has  his  lordship  referred  to  the  original. 
But,  supposing  it  to  be  accurate,  I  see  not  on  what 
ground  he  can  condemn  it.  If  he  do,  he  must  be  ac- 
customed to  measure  right  and  wrong  by  a  very  ar- 
bitrary, though,  perhaps,  convenient  standard ;  not  by 
Hie  nature  of  the  action,  but  the  faith  of  the  actor. 
What  is  virtue  in  the  Protestant  will  become  vice 
in  the  Catholic.  In  the  preceding  pages  of  his  pub- 
lication, he  has  eulogized  in  the  highest  strain  of  pane- 
^ric  the  authors  of  the  Revolution  in  1688.  Yet, 
on  what  other  principle  did  they  act  than  this,  which 
he  here  attributes  to  Innocent  III.  and  appears  to 
stigmatize,  as  derogatory  from  the  rights  of  sovereigns. 
They  had  taken  oaths  of  allegiance  to  James  II.  Yet 
werethey  not  justified  in  **  standing  against  the  prince, 
to  whom  they  had  so  sworn,  in  the  lawful  defence  of 
the  rights  and  honours  of  the  church  and  their  own?" 
Why  then  should  a  pope  be  condemned  for  deciding 
that  to  be  lawful  at  the  beginning  of  the  thirteenth 
century,  which  is  still  considered  to  have  been  a  sacred 
duty  in  Protestants  at  the  close  of  the  seventeenth  ? 

3,  We  are  next  told,  that,  "  in  the  Great  Lateran 
council,  in  1215,  (it  is  the  same  as  was  mentioned 
before)  it  was  declared,  that  the  pope  may  depose 
kings,  absolve  their  subjects  from  their  oaths  of  alle- 
giance, and  give  away  their  kingdoms. f  I  will  not 
here  inquire  whether  the  canons  attributed  to  that 
council  were  actually  published  by  it.  It  is  suf- 
ficient for  my  purpose  *  that  the  canon,  to  which 
the  noble  lord  alludes,  (he  cites  none)  contains  not 
a  single  word  respecting  the  transfer  of  kingdoms, 
the  deposition  of  kings,  or  the  absolution  of  their 
subjects  from  the  allegiance  ovvring  to  them.  To 
comprehend  the  true  import  of  any  law,  we  must 
attend  to  the  circumstances  in  which  it  was  framed, 
and  to  the  object  which  it  had  in  view.     The  canon 

*  Observations,  p.  38.  f  lb«  P*  88. 
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ia  question  was  designed  to  put  down  the  Albigenses. 
Of  the  moral  and  political  tendency  of  the  doctrines 
of  that  sect  I  shall  say  nothing,  tliat  I  may  not  dis- 
please those  Protestants,  who  claim  for  their  church 
the  honour  of  being  descended  from  them.  For  my 
argument,  it  is  sufficient  to  observe,  that  they  were 
then  universally  considered  (whether  deservedly,  or 
not,  I  need  not  inquire)  in  much  the  same  light  as  we, 
of  late  years,  have  been  accustomed  to  consider  the 
jacobins  of  France.  Against  them,  both  the  civil  and 
ecclesiastical  authorities  thought  it  their  duty  to  unite; 
and,  by  their  joint  consent,  the  third  canon  of  the 
council  of  Lateran  was  framed.  But  the  reader  will 
observe,  that  its  object  was  only  fees,  and  the  lords  of 
fees;  it  regarded  not  kingdoms  and  sovereigns,  as  the 
noble  peer  informs  us.  It  enacts,  "  that  if  the  lord 
of  a  fee  patronize  the  Albigenses,  he  shall  be  excom- 
municated by  the  metropolitan  and  the  bishops  of  the 
province ;  that  if  he  does  not  amend  within  twelve 
months,  his  contumacy  shall  be  denounced  to  the 
pope,  who  shall  declare  his  vassals  freed  from  their 
oaths  of  fealty,  and  shall  expose  his  land  to  be  occu- 
pied by  others.*  But,  it  may  still  be  asked,  whether 
this  canon,  though  it  did  not  affect  the  crowns  of  so- 
vereigns, were  not  out  of  the  sphere  of  the  spiritual 
povrer.  It  must  be  acknowledged  that  it  was :  and, 
if  it  had  rested  on  the  sole  authority  of  the  pope  and 
prelates,  it  would  have  remained  a  dead  letter  in  every 
kingdom  of  Europe.  But  it  was  supported  by  the 
concurrent  sanction  of  the  civil  power.  For  the  coud- 
cils  of  this  period  were  not  confined  to  ecclesiastics 
alone:  they  were  attended  by  princes  and  barons; 
they  were,  in  a  manner,  as  has  been  said,  general  par- 
liaments of  Christendom;  and,  in  them,  important 
subjects  of  a  mixed  nature  were  satisfactorily  decided 


*  If  Lord  KenyoD  conceive,  that  in  the  last  line  of  the  canon,  eadem 
lego  senatA  quoad  eos,  qui  son  habent  dominos  principale«,  hy  those  nho 
have  no  priooipal  lords,  are  meant  sovereigoa,  the  writers  on  the  feudal 
law  will  shew  him  his  mistake.  They  were  the  possessors  of  frank-^- 
lodiat  property ;  who,  though  suhject  tothe  jurisdiction  of  the  sovereign,' 
did  not  hold  of  bitn,  or  any  other,  as  the  piiacipdl  lurd  of  the  9oil> 
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by  the  joint  approbation  of  the  civil  and  ecclesiaistical 
authorities.  For  this  very  purpose,  the  present  co^lncil 
of  Lateran  was  attended  by  ambassadors  from  the 
Emperors  of  Germany  and  Constantinople,  the  Kings, 
of  England,  France,  Arragon,  Hungary,  Jerusalem,, 
^nd  Cyprus :  nor  could  its  regulations,  as  far  as  they 
regarded  temporal  matters,  be  put  in  execution  in  any 
kingdom,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  sovereign. 
.  Should  it  be  asked,  why  it  was  given  to  the  pope  to 
absolve  the  tenants  of  these  lords  from  their  fealty,  I 
answer,  that  it  arose,  not  from  any  divine  right  inhe- 
rent in  him  as  the  head  of  the  church,  but  from  the 
jurisprudence  of  the  age.  At  that  time,  the  cogni- 
ziG^ce  of  heresy,  perjury,  and  breach  of  faith,  was 
confined  by  law  to  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  in  the  same 
lEianner  as  matrimonial  causes  are  now  in  England- 
Hence  it  happened,  that  causes  of  this  description, 
particularly  when  they  were  of  great  moment,  and 
affected  powerful  interests,  were  frequently  carried  be- 
fore the  pope  as  the  highest  ecclesiastical  tribunal.* 
Thus  we  find  that  the  Emperor  Frederic  II.  when,  at 
the  request  of  Pope  Honorius,  he  inserted  this  very 
canon  in  the  constitutions  of  the  empire,  omitted  the 

♦  We  have  the  advantage  of  knowing,  from  Innocent  himself,  on 
what  ground  he  conceived  himself  authorised  to  exercise  occasionally 
temporal  power.  Philip  of  France  was  desirous  to  legitimate  his  chil- 
dren by  Agnes  of  Morania ;  but,  fearing  lest  it  might  be  objected, 
that  no  father  could  legitimate  his  own  offspring,  not  bom  in 
lawful  wedlock,  he  applied  to  the  pope.  Innocent's  account  of 
the  matter  is  curious  and  instructive.  Cum  rex  superiorem  in  tem- 
poralibus  minime  recognoscat,  sine  juris  alterius  Isesione  in  eo  so  juris- 
dietioni  nostras  subjiceire  potuit,  in  quo  videretur  aliquibus,  quod  pef 
seipsum,  non  tanquam  pater  cum  filiis,  sed  tanquam  princeps  cum  sub- 
ditis  potuit  d»spensare — Regi  igitur  gratiam  fecimus  requisiti, — quod  non 
solum  in  ecclesiae  patrimonio,  super  quo  plenam  in  temporalibus  gerimus 
potestatem,  verum  etiam  in  aliis  regionibus,  certis  causis  inspectis,  tem- 
poralem  jurisdictionem  casualiter  exercemus.  Non  quod  alieno  juri  prae- 
judicare  velimus,  vel  potestatem  nobis  indebitam  usurpare,  cum  non  igno- 
remus  Christum  in  evangelio  respondisse :  redite  qusD  sunt  caesaris,  caesari, 
et  quae  runt  Dei,  Dio.  Propter  quod  postulatus  ut  haereditatem  divide- 
ret  inter  duos ;  quis,  inquit  constituit  me  judicem  inter  vos.  Sed  quia 
in  Denterouomio  continetur:  si  difficile  etambiguum  apud  te  judicium 
esse  perspexeris, — surge  et  ascende  ad  locum  quern  elegit  dominus  deu» 
tuus,  &c.  Lib.  V.  Epist.  12.  Innocent  III. 
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two  clauses  respecting  the  sentence  of  excommunica- 
tion and  oaths  of  fealty,  as  belonging  to  the  ecclesias^' 
tical  courts ;  but  retained  the  remainder,  with  this  very 
important  alteration ;  that  he  reserved  to  himself  what 
the  council  had  given  to   the    pope,   the  power  of 
disposing  of  the  forfeited  fees:*   so  true  it  is,  that^ 
even  at  that  very  time,  the  canon  in  question  was  not 
conceived  to  appertain  to  our  doctrine,  but  might  be 
admitted,  or  rejected,  or  new-modelled,  according  to 
the  will  of  the  temporal  authorities. 

4.  **  In  the  same  council,"  continues  the  noble  lord, 
(which  is  also  confirmed  by  the  council  of  Trent)  "  it 
is  declared,  all  are  excommunicated,  of  what  degree 
soever,  whether  regal,  imperial,  &c.  who  impose  any 
tax  on  ecclesiastics,  without  express  license  from  thS 
pope,  (even  though  they  may  be  willing  to  pay  it,)  and 
this  immunity  is  declared  to  be  established  by  the  or- 
dinance of  God,  and  the  sanctions  of  the  canons.f 
The  canon,  which  is  here  described,  is  the  forty-sixth ; 
and  were  it  of  the  very  import,  of  which  his  lordship 
conceives  it  to  be,  I  should  answer,  that  it  regardea 
temporal  concerijs  ;  and,  therefore,  formed  no  part  of 
our  creed.  But,  I  owe  it  to  the  truth,  to  observe,  that 
it  bears  no  resemblance  to  the  description  which  has 
been  given  of  it.  It  is  not  that  I  would  impute  these 
mistakes  directly  to  the  noble  lord.  I  rather  believe, 
that,  not  being  conversant  with  such  subjects  himself, 
he  has  trusted  to  the  accuracy  of  some  theological 
friend,  who  has  most  cruelly  deceived  his  confidence. 
1.  The  canon,  in  question,  does  not  pronounce  excom- 
munication  against  either  kings  or  emperors.  It  does 
not  even  mention  them.  The  excommunication  is  di- 
rected against  mayors,  boroughreeves,  and  the  other 

*  Si  vcro  dominus  temporalis  reqnisitus  et  admonitus  ab  ecclesia,  ter- 
rain suara  purgare  ncglexerit  ab  haeretica  pravitate  post  annum  a  tempore 
monition  is  elapsum,  terram  ipsius  exponimus  Cathoiicis  occupandum— 
salvo  jure  domini  principalis,  dummodo  super  hoc  nullum  prjestet  ob- 
staculum,  nee  aliquod  impedimentum  opponat.  Eadem  nihilominuslego 
observata  contra  eos,  qui  non  liabent  dominos  principales.  Apud  Gd- 
dast.  Const.  Imper.  Tom.  ii.  p.  2^5» 

t  Observations,  p.  38. 
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annual  magistrates  of  towns  and  cities.  2.  It  does  not 
forbid  taxes  to  be  imposed  on  ecclesiastics,  in  the  sense 
which  we  now  attach  to  such  words ;  it  only  observes, 
that  the  council  of  Lateran^  had  excommunicated  those 
municipal  officers,  who  aggrieved  churches  and  church- 
men, by  toUages,  collections,  and  other  exactions.'* 
3.  It  does  not  say,  that  this  immunity  was  established 
"  by  the  ordinance  of  God,  and  the  sanction  of  the 
canons."  It  assigns  not  its  origin.  If  it  had,  it 
would,  probably,  have  stated,  that  churches  were  an- 
ciently founded  with  an  exemption  from  the  feudal 
services ;  and  that  churchmen  were  permitted,  by  the 
laws,  to  tax  themselves  separately,  as  was  then  the 
privilege  of  every  distinct  order  of  men,  the  military 
tenants,  the  burghers,  and  the  merchants,  in  all  the 
kingdoms  of  Europe. 

As  for  the  council  of  Trent,  I  know  not  whether 
his  lordship  means  to  say,  that  it  confirmed  the  coun- 
cil, or  only  this  particular  canon  of  the  council  of  La- 
teran.  Evident,  however,  it  must  be,  that  it  could 
not  confirm  the  canon,  as  described  by  the  noble  lord ; 
because,  in  that  state,  it  did  not  exist. — Yet,  we  may 
discover,  in  the  proceedings  of  the  council  of  Trent, 
some  of  the  materials,  out  of  which  the  pretended 
canon  has  been  fabricated.  In  the  twenty-fifth  ses- 
sion, cap.  XX.  the  synod  expressed  a  hope,  that  the 
secular  princes  would  maintain  "  the  liberty  of  the 
church  (immunitatem),  which  had  been  established  by 
the  ordinance  of  God,  and  the  sanction  of  the  canons, ' 
then  confirmed,  in  general  words,  the  canons  formerly 
made  in  its  behalf;  and,  lastly,  admotihhed  the  emperor, 
the  kings,  &c.  not  to  permit  it  to  be  invaded  by  the 
inf(^or  magistrates.     Thus,  by  working  up  some  of 

*  lliis  expression,  which  supposes  the  council  of  Lateran  to  have 
bee^i  held  already,  forms  one  of  the  reasons  why  many  writen^,  both 
Protestant  and  Catholic,  deny  these  canons  to  be  the  real  canons  of 
that  oouncil,  and  conceive  that  they  were  first  attributed  to  it  by  somo 
ignorant  copyist  Canons  of  spurious  or  doubtful  authority  are  no 
part  of  our  creed.  But  I  have  not  availed  myself  of  this  answer.  Lot 
our  adversaries  suppose  them  genuine ;  they  will  still  prove, 

Telum  imbelle  sine  ictu. 
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these  expressions  with  some  expressions  of  the  council 
of  Lateran,  and  adding  a  few  embellishments  from  an 
orthodox  imagination,  has  been  produced  this  wonderful 
compound,  which  we  have  just  admired.  • 

The  noble  lord  having,  as  he  conceives,  proved,  by 
the  preceding  quotations,  that  these  are  the  old  and 
established  doctrines  of  the  church  of  Rome«  inforaui 
us,  also,  "  that  they  are,  necessarily,  received  as  ge- 
nuine, and  considered  as  obligatory,  by  every  Roman 
Catholic,***  To  this  assertion,  so  confidently  made,  I 
may,  I  trust  without  offence,  as  confidently  reply,  that 
they  are  not  received  as  genuine,  nor  considered  as  ob- 
ligatory, by  any  Roman  Catholic. 

His  lordship  urges,  ^^  that  the  doctrines  of  any 
church,  as  such,  can  be  known  so  as  to  be  relied  upon, 
only  by  its  articles  and  canons."!  Be  it  so  :  at  least 
those  articles  and  canons  must  be  such  as  are  admit- 
ted and  held  by  that  church.  Now  the  documents 
adduced  by  the  noble  lord  are  unfortunately  of  a  very 
different  description.  The  authenticity  of  some,  tli 
meaning  of  others,  and  the  authority  of  all,  is  di»* 
puted,  or  denied. 

*  Observations,  p.  39. — I  observe  that  his  lordship  appears  ignorantof 
the  disavowals  of  such  doctrines  by  the  foreign  universities.  Indeed,  anat- 
tempt  has  been  made  to  impeach  their  authority.  If  we  may  believealet- 
ter  from  Mr.  Le  Mesurier,  inserted  in  several  of  the  public  prints,  since 
the  year  1807,  in  which  he  demonstrated,  in  the  "  Sequel  to  the  Se- 
rious Examination,"  that  their  answers  were  entitled,  to  no  credit,  both 
the  Catholics  and  Sir  J.  C.  Hippisley,  though  they  have  repeatedly 
published  these  documents,  have  never  dared  to  publish  them  in  apy 
but  a  mutilated  form. — The  characters,  both  of  the  honourable  baionet 
and  of  the  ('atholic  publishers,  are,  I  trust,  too  firmly  established  to  be 
shaken  by  the  surmises  of  Mr.  Le  Mesurier.  The  "  Sequel"  I  have 
attentively  perused,  and  think  it  more  like  anything  than  a  demon- 
stration. Even  admitting  the  accuracy  of  the  facts,  from  which  Mr. 
Le  Mesurier  argues  (this  is  more  than  he  can  justly  claim),  the  only 
inference  that  can  be  legitimately  deduced,  is,  that  he  is  better 
acquainted  with  the  ancient  history  of  those  universities  than  theif 
members  were  in  1788.  It  will  never  follow,  that  they  could  be 
ignorant  of  their  own  sentiments,  or  of  the  accredited  doctrine  of  their 
respective  bodies.  Because  the  university  of  Oxford  once  published 
the  celebrated  decree  respecting  passive  obedience,  will  it  necessarily 
follow,  that  such  is  the  doctrine  of  Mr.  Le  Mesurier  and  its  other 
members  at  the  present  day  ? 

t  Ibid. 
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*'  But  have  the  Romanists  in  Great  Britain,"  we 
are   asked,    **  in  one  single   instance,  produced  an 
authenticated  repeal  and  disavowal  of  such  tenets, 
which  has  been  authorised  by  the  pope,  by  the  church, 
by  general  councils,  or  by  their  own  unanimous  vote 
and  recantation."*    I  answer,  that  to  require  the  Ca- 
tholic church  to  repeal  and  disavow  tenets,  which  she 
does  not  hold,  is  to  require  more  than  can  be  reason<- 
ably  expected.    It  must  certainly  be  sufficient  that,  to 
satisfy  the  prejudices  of  Protestants,  every  objection- 
able tenet  has  been  disavowed  upon  oath>  by  the  Ca- 
tholics of  the  United  Kingdom.    This  has  been  done 
in  the  manner  devised  by  the  legislature;   and,  of 
course,  in  a  manner  deemed  satisfactory  by  the  highest 
authority  in  the  empire.     It  has  been  done  publicly 
in  the  face  of  the  world ;  and  consequently  must  have 
come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  and 
the  foreign  prelates  in  communion  with  him.     Had 
then  the  disavowal  been  contrary  to  our  established 
doctrine,  it  must  long  ago  have  been  censured,  and 
those  who  made  it  must  have  been  considered  as  hete- 
rodox.   Whoever  is  acquainted  with  the  discipline  of 
the  Catholic  church,  knows  that  it  could  not  have 
been  otherwise.    The  silence,  therefore,  of  all  foreign 
Catholic  prelates,  and  their  continuing  to  communicate 
with  us  in  the  same  manner  as  formerly,  are  a  con- 
vincing proof  that  the  disavowed  doctrines  belonged 
not  to  the  Catholic  creed.     But  on  this  subject,  I  can 
refer  the  noble  lord  to  a  greater  authority  than  my 
own ;  to  the  address  of  the  Irish  Roman  Catholic  pre- 
lates, assembled  in  Dublin,  Feb.  a6th,  18 JO.    The 
third  and  fourth  of  their  resolutions  are  conceived  in 
the  following  terms : 

**  3.  Resolved,  that  the  oath  of  allegiance,  which, 
under  the  provisions  of  an  Irish  act  of  parliament,  en- 
acted in  that  behalf,  is  tendered  to,  and  taken  by  his 
majesty's  Irish  Roman  Catholic  subjects,  was  agreed 
to  and  approved  by  all  the  R.  C.  bishops  in  Ireland, 
after  long  and  conscientious  discussion,  and  consulta- 
tion had  with  the  several  Catholic  universities,  and  in- 

*  Observations,  p.  39. 
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dividual  authoritiM  throughout  Europe :  andihfttthe 
said  oath  contains  such  ample  declaration  of  civil  faitk 
and  attachment ;  such  total  and  explicit  abjuration  ctf 
ail  foreign  pretensions,  whetiier  spiritual  or  temporal; 
to  intermeddle  in  the  civil  establishments  or  lows  nf 
this  part  of  his  majesty's  dohiinions ;  and  such  authen^ 
tic  protestation  of  o»%ir  doctrines  in  tile  only  matter 
theA  aiSbrding  ground  for  slander  or  jealousy,  as  thtt 
said  oath  furnishes  a  security,  such  as  we  believe  is  n&t 
demanded  by  any  other^  state,  from  native  subjects.''' 

^  4.  Resolved,  that  the  said  oath,  and  the  pitnniiei^  * 
declarations,  abjiirations,  and  protestations,  tiiereiDi 
contained,  *  are  notoriously  to  the  Rotfian  Catholic 
church  at  large,  become  a  part  of  the  Roman  Catho- 
lic religion,  as  taught  by  us,  the  biriiops,  and  reoemd 
"and  maintained  by  the  Roman  Catiiolic  ehutches'  it 
Ireland :  i|nd,  as  such,  are  approved  and'  saxictiniMl 
by  all  other  RomanOatholic  churches*  So  that  it  wf' 
pears  to  us  utterly  impossible,  that  any  way  is  lefcld 
any  foreign  authority,  wHereby  the  allegiaiiice  of  1^. 
Catholics  can  be  assailed,  unless  by  that  which  Gdl 
ayert,  by  open  invasion:  in  which  extreme  8up(Ar 
sition,  as  we  will  persevere,  by  God*s  grace,  to  dootr 
duty,  so  we  have  certain  hope,  that  every  true  son  of 
the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  Ireland,  will  eagerly 
prove,  how  well  his  religion  can  stand  with  the  most 
heroic  allegiance.'' 

If,  to  these  declarations  of  the  Irish  prelates,  be 
added,  the  disavowal  of  the  same  doctrines  by  the  see 
of  Rome  itself,  I  see  not  what  can  be  wanting  to  satisfy 
the  incredulity  of  the  noble  lord.  In  a  letter  adressed 
to  the  Roman  Catholic  archbishops  of  Ireland,  by  or- 
der of  Pius  VI.  dated  June  23d,  1791,  the  cardinals  of 
the  Propaganda,  after  asserting,  that  such  doctrines 
are  attributed  to  the  apostolic  see,  for  the  purpose  of 
calumniating  it,  proceed  thus :  "  The  see  of  Rome 
never  taught,  that  faith  is  not  to  be  kept  with  the 
heterodox ;  that  an  oath  to  kings,  separated  from  the 
Catholic  communion,  can  be  violated ;  that  it  is  law- 
ful for  the  Bishop  of  Rome  to  invade  their  temporal 
rights  and  dominions.    We,  too,  consider  an  attempt, 
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or  design,  against  the  life  of  kings  and  princes,  evela 
under  the  pretence  of  religion,  as  a  horrid  and  detest- 
able crime/'* 

We  will  now  follow  the  noble  lord  in  his  chivalrous 
attempt,  to  show,  from  modern  authorities  and  modern 
practice,  that  as  firm  an  adherence  to  all  these  tenets 
exists  among  the  present  Romanists,  as  in  the  most 
bigoted  times  of  antiquity.!  And,  in  this  place,  I 
shall  take  the  liberty  to  notice  two  passages  from 
another  part  of  his  lordship's  publication,  for  no  other 
reason,  than  that  they  seem  to  refer  more  immediately 
to  the  present  subject. 

.  1.  We  are  told,  that  '*the  oath,  taken  by  every 
Roman  Catholic  bishop,  is  a  proof  of  the  connexion 
between  the  spiritual  influence  of  the  holy  see  and  its 
temporal  power.''  Part  of  the  oath  is  then  translated  ; 
after  which,  it  is  observed,  that  *'  a  saving  clause  of 
fidelity  to  the  sovereign  has  been  since  omitted."  J  I 
trust  it  will  be  sufficient  to  reply,  that  the  oath  has 
long  been  taken  by  all  Catholic  bishops,  and  yet  no 
sovereign  has  ever  had  reason,  on  that  account,  to  dis- 
trust their  allegiance.  But  where  did  the  noble  lord 
learn  that  a  saving  clause  of  fidelity  to  the  sovereign 
has  since  been  omitted:  when,  in  reality,  such  a  clause 
lias  been  added:  or  why  did  he  insert,  in  his  transla- 
tion, a  clause,  which  has  been  thought,  by  Protestants, 
to  favour  persecution,  when  he  ought  to  have  known, 
that,  to  silence  their  objections,  it  was  several  years 
ago  expunged,  by  order  of  Pius  VI.  ? 

2.  We  are  also  referred  to  "  the  celebrated  bull,  re- 
peated yearly  at  Rome,  in  passion  week,  by  which  all 
heretics  are  excommunicated,  and  all  those,  who  shall 
receive,  defend,  or  favour  them."§     Perhaps  his  lord- 


*  To  some  readers  I  may  appear  to  have  been  too  diffuse  on  this 
eabject.  Indeed,  I  should  not  have  condescended  to  notice  it,  had  not 
the  assertions  of  the  noble  lord  acquired  importance  under  the  sanction 
of  his  name ;  and,  in  certain  instances,  of  the  still  greater  name  of  his 
learned  and  noble  father.  For,  in  some  provincial  journals,  I  have 
seen  the  "  Observations"  cited,  as  the  work  of  a  great  law  authority, 
the  late  lord  chief  justice. 

Observations,  p.  40.  J  lb.  p.  34.  §  lb.  p.  36. 
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i^hip  ig  un^cqukifited  with  two  circumstances  rmptct^ 
ing  the  fate  of  that  bulL  1.  That  it  was  diseoutiniiecl 
by  order  of  Clement  XIV.  2.  That  it  never  did,  nor 
does  form  any  part  of  onr  creed*  Notwithstanding 
the  efibrtd  of  some  popes  in  its  favour,  it  was  hardly 
admitted  in  any  Catholic  kingdom  in  Europe. 

We  now  come  to  the  noble  lord's  modem  authorities 
in  this  kingdom ;  and,  it  must  naturally  create  sur- 
prise, that,  for  this  pui^pose,  he  has  selected  those 
writers,  who  have  both  disclaimed  the  doctrine  iit 
question,  upon  oath^  and  have  occasionally  condemned 
them  in  their  publications.  His  lordship's  principal 
Argument  is  founded  on  a  passage  in  a  learned  work, 
entitled,  **  A  connected  Series  of  the  chief  Revolutions 
in  the  Empire  of  Charlemagne,  by  Charles  Butler, 
Esq."  In  it  the  noble  lord  has  discovered  the  doctrine, 
that  the  pope  has  power  to  transfer  allegiance  from 
one  sovereign  to  another.*  By  what  ingenious  process 
the  discovery  has  been  made,  is  beyond  my  compre^ 
hension :  but  the  accused  shall  speak  in  his  own  vin- 
dication; and  the  reader  will  find  the  charge  com* 
pletely  refuted,  if  he  turn  to  the  note  at  the  concIusicHi 
of  this  tract. 

Neither  will  the  noble  lord  derive  more  advantage 
from  the  writings  of  Dr.  Milner.  I  have  repeatedly 
perused,  with  attention,  the  extracts  with  which  his 
lordship  has  loaded  the  pages  of  his  publication ;  but 
I  am  still  at  a  loss  to  conceive  for  what  purpose  they 
were  collected.  In  them  the  right  reverend  prelate  pro- 
fesses his  belief,  in  common  with  all  Catholics,  in  the 
spiritual  supremacy  of  the  pope,  and  considers  him  in 
union  with  the  other  Catholic  bishops,  as  forming  a 
living  tribunal  for  the  decision  of  doctrinal  controver- 
sies :  but  to  the  pope's  temporal  power,  and  the  other 
obnoxious  tenets  ascribed  to  us  by  the  anti-catholics, 
he  makes  not  the  most  remote  allusion.  We  are,  in- 
deed, told  by  the  noble  lord,  that  **  in  England,  Roman 
Catholic  bishops  and  priests  have  deprived  of  their 
functions  other  priests,  who  have  complained  of  the 

*  Observations,  p.  40,  46. 
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injustice  of  the  pope^s  proceedings,  and  have 
their  allegiance  to  the  form  of  the  ancient  church  and 
government. ^^*  It  is  painful  to  be  so  frequently  comr 
pelled  to  contradict ;  but  if  his  lordship  advance  such 
charges,  he  will,  at  the  same  time,  be  sorry  that  vire 
should  sufifer  from  his  haste  or  inadvertence.  Let  him 
only  re-consider  the  subject,  and  he  will  discover  that 
the  censures,  of  which  he  complains,  were  inflicted, 
not  on  account  of  attachment  to  the  former  govern- 
ment of  France^  nor  of  any  other  political  opinions  ; 
but,  on  account  of  language  which  was  deemed  "sub- 
versive of  church  authority,  tending  to  schism,  and 
calumnious  and  scandalous,  as  far  as  it  regarded  the 
conduct  of  Pius|VII.  in  his  restoration  and  settlement 
<rf  the  Catholic  church  in  France.''  On  neither  side 
was  there  any  question  of  temporal  pretensions. 

I  must  request  the  indulgence  of  the  reader,  while 
I  briefly  notice  one  more  passage  of  a  similar  nature. 
To  prove  that  the  popes  still  claim  the  exercise  of  tem- 
poral authority,  we  are  told,  that  the  present  bishop 
of  Rome,  from  political  motives  alone,  has  legalized  the 
usurpation  of  the  government  in  France,  by  crown- 
ing the  usurper,  and  by  new-modelling  the  Gallicau 
church  according  to  the  will  and  fancy  of  the  reigning 
monarch."*  Is  then  his  lordship  not  aware,  that 
Bonaparte,  before  his  coronation,  had  been  acknow- 
ledged, by  all  the  powers  of  Europe,  even  by  the 
government  of  this  country  ?  Or,  does  he  believe,  that 
that  fortunate  adventurer,  invested,  as  he  was,  with 
the  supreme  authority,  and  recognized  by  every 
neighbouring  sovereign,  would  condescend  to  receive 
any  additional  right,  any  legalization  of  his  claim,  from 
the  bishop  of  Rome  ?  The  claim  of  Bonaparte  to  the 
imperial  sceptre,  was  not  more  affected  by  his  coro- 
nation by  the  pope,  than  is  the  claim  of  any  king  of 
England,  when  he  receives  the  crown  from  the  hands 
of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury.  It  was  no  more  than 
a  splendid  ceremony,  which,  though  insignificant  in 
itself,  flattered  the  vanity  of  a  man,  who  hoped  to  be 

*  Observations,  p.  4S.  t  ^Kv-  'IS. 
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Uie  feaadWiCf  a  new  dynasty;;-  aiid  fermd  te  petiade 
his  subjects,  that  he  .was  at.  peace  witb  the  chiiicli,>as 
well  as  witili  the  powers  of  Europe.^ — Moreover,  if  Fios 
¥11.  thought  it  ]^xiper  to  give  ecclesiastical  institutioD 
to  the.  French  prelates  according  to  theMwdivieion  eT 
dioceses,  whence  does  Lord  Kenyon  lEomr  that  he- wis 
prompted  to  it  *'  by  potitical  inotives  adone  V  Wkf 
might  he  not  be  desirous  to  afooiish  schism,  and  to  pvo- 
s^rve  and  reuiimate  the  small  remains  of  religion^'aAv 
so  violent  and  destructive  a :  re  volution  ?  At  a  tnoB 
when  that  venerable  pontiff  is  suffering  firom  Bonapaite 
himself,  for  his  firm  adherence  to  the  dictates  mhk 
conscience,  and  partly  for  his  attachment  to  the  canae 
of  this  country,  it  ill  becomes  an  English  peer  to  stand 
forward;  and,  on  no  other  ground  tiian  hilB  ownsur* 
mises,  .to  accuse  him  of  a  dereliction  of  duty,  of  guiding 
his  conduct  by  views  of  political  interest 

Another  prcnninent  feature  in  the  publicotioii  of  tiie 
noble  lord,  is,  the  hostility  which  he  openly  avows  to 
the  Catholic  clergy  in  Ireland.  His  lordship  appeals 
to  have  studied  iu  the  school  of  Dr.  Duigenan  and;Sff 
Richard^  Musgrave ;  and  the  credit  which  he  gives  to 
the  statements  of  his  masters,  serves  to  irritate  hiis^^fed- 
ings  and  to  mislead  his  judgment.  The  Irish  rebellion 
is  always  present  to  his  imagination ;  and  it  is  to  the 
Catholic  clergy  that  he  attributes  both  its  origin  and 
its  excesses !  **  Their  bishops  and  priests,"  he  assures 
us,  "  were  the  principal  instigators  of  the  rebels,  and 
had  the  actual  command  over  them.  The  priests 
were  the  instigators,  the  very  life  of  the  rebellion— 
they  were  the  principal  actors  in  it.  —It  was  directed 
against  all  Protestants,  that  the  pope  might  be  su- 

;reme  in  state,  as  well  as  peculiarly  supreme  in  church, 
'heir  object  was  to  pull  down  establishments,  to  erect 
the  pope's  tyranny  on  their  ruins,  and  to  murder  all 
the  Protestants  in  Ireland.*'*  May  I  recommend  to 
Lord  Kenyon,  to  pause  before  he  repeats  such  se- 
rious charges,  and  to  examine  the  treacherous  na- 
ture of  the  evidence  on  which  they  are  founded.    Let 

*  Observations,  p.  62-^65. 
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him,  before  he  again  pronounces  judgment,  listen  to 
the  accused  as  well  as  the  accuser.  Let  him  consult 
the  other  accounts  of  the  rebellion,  besides  that  partial 
and  fallacious  statement,  to  which  Sir  R.  Musgrave, 
by  a  strange  misnomer,  has  given  the  title  of  a  history, 
liet  him  compare  the  fictitious  **  letter  from  a  Romish 
priest/'  without  a  name,  with  the  real  exhortations  and 
remonstrances  of  the  Catholic  prelates  to  their  re- 
spective flocks.  He  will  then,  probably,  see  reason 
to  alter  his  opinions,  and  will  be  anxious  to  do  justice 
to  a  body  of  men,  whose  principles  and  conduct  de- 
served and  obtained,  the  approbation  of  a  wise  and 
able  chief  governor,  the  late  Marquis  Comwallis. 

That  much  of  religious  animosity  mixed  itself  in 
the  rebellion  during  its  progress,  cannot  be  denied. 
It  would  have  been  extraordinary  had  it  happened 
otherwise.  The  penal  code,  the  most  barbarous  and 
unnatural  that  had  been  devised  by  the  ingenuity  of 
man,  had  long  since  divided  the  people  of  Ireland  mto 
two  parties :  the  minority,  who  were  protestants,  and 
monopolized  every  place  of  profit,  influence,  trust,  or 
authority,  in  the  island ;  and  the  majority,  who  were 
Catholics,  deprived  of  most  of  the  rights  of  freemen, 
and  rendered,  in  a  manner,  aliens  in  their  native  coun- 
try. The  Catholic  naturally  looked  upon  the  Protest- 
ant as  his  oppressor :  the  Protestant  looked  down  on 
the  Catholic  as  an  enemy,  who  would  seize  the  first 
opportunity  to  emancipate  himself.  The  heart-burn- 
ings and  antipathies  to  which  this  state  of  things  ne- 
cessarily gave  birth,  had,  in  some  measure,  been  laid 
at  rest  by  the  partial  repeal  of  the  penal  laws  :  the  re- 
bellion, unfortunately,  called  them  again  into  action, 
and  opened  new  sources  of  mutual  animosity.  At  its 
origin,  that  rebellion  had  certainly  nothing  religious  in 
it.*  During  its  progress  through  the  Catholic  coun- 
ties, it  partook  more  of  a  religious  character.  Whether 


*  *'  You  have  discovered,  that  of  279,896  armed  rebels,  110.990 
were  found  in  the  presbyterian  counties  of  the  north,  and  began  the 
rebellion  there.'^  Address  to  the  Protestant  noblemen,  &c.  by  Thomas 
Newenham,  p.  12. 
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it  was,  ^  the  Catholics  alleged^  that  they  were  com* 
]>elled  to  seek  refuge  among  the  rebels,  by  the  indis* 
criminate  severity  of  the  loyalists ;  or,  as  the  loyalists 
replied,  that  such  severity  was  necessary  to  check  the 
diflbsion  of  rebellious  principles ;  great  atrocities  were 
soon  committed  on  both  sides ;  resentment  urged  to 
retaliation ;  and  every  act  of  retaliation  provoked  acts 
of  still  more  unjustifiable  cruelty.  But  in  the  midst  of 
all  these  horrors,  the  higher  orders  of  the  CathoUcs 
were^distinguished  by  their  loyalty :  the  rebellion  was 
confined  to  the  unfortunate  and  deluded  peasantry; 
and  of  all  who  had  been  noticed  for  their  activity  in 
urging  the  Catholic  claims,  Dr.  M^Nevin  alone  was 
found  to  be  implicated  in  the  cnme  of  treason.* 

Now  if  this  statement  be  accurate,  the  inference  to 
be  drawn  from  it  will  be,  in  my  opinion,  very  difierent 
from  that  of  the  noble  lord.  It  will  be  to  grant  to  those 
classes,  that  have  proved  themselves  loyal,  what  they 
ask ;  and  by  that  grant,  to  conciliate  the  description 
of  men  whom  you  distrust.  When  the  Catholic  pea- 
sant shall  know  that  religious  disabilities  are  done 
away,  he  will  no  longer  consider  himself  as  a  member 
of  a  degraded  and  persecuted  cast.  When  he  shall 
see  some  of  his  Catholic  brethren  admitted  to  offices  of 
trust  and  authority,  he  will  cease  to  deem  himself 
friendless  and  unprotected ;  when  he  shall  learn,  that 
government  admits  of  no  religious  distinctions,  he  will 
bow  with  submission  to  those  laws  and  authorities, 
which  he  now  conceives,  however  erroneously,  to  have 
originated  from  a  spirit  of  intolerance.  By  conceding 
the  Catholic  Claims,  though  you  may  add  little  to  his 
circumstances  and  comforts,  you  will  change  his  habits 
of  thinking ;  you  will  attach  him  to  that  constitution 
which  he  now  knows  only  by  its  terrors ;  and  you 
will  convert  the  weakest  part  of  the  empire  into  a 
strong  and  inpregnable  bulwark. 

*  See  note,  p.  317. 
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Extract  frvm  Mr.  Butkr'9  Letter^  r^rred  to 

in  page  343« 

I  HAD  heard  of  Lord  Ke&yon's  publioatioft ;  but 
before  I  received  your  letter  I  had  not  seen  it  th^ 
passage  in  my  work,  on  the  Revohitionif  of  the  Ger* 
man  Empire^  upon  which  his  lordship  comments,  is 
expressed  in  the  following  terms :  '*  The  ecclesiastical 
division  of  France,  by  the  pope  and  Bonaparte^  had 
not  been  acquiesced  in  by  some  of  the  Gallican  pre- 
lates: they  appear  much  perplexed  between  allegi- 
ance to  the  Bourbons  and  duty  to  the  pope.  In  de- 
fence of  their  conduct,  they  invoke  the  canons  of  the 
church f  which,  in  the  strongest  and  most  explicit  terms, 
declare  it  unlawful  to  impose  a  new  bishop  on  the  see 
of  any  bishop  who  is  alive,  and  has  not  resigned,  or 
been,  canonically,  deposed  from  his  see.  Their  ap-^ 
peal  to  the  canons  must  be  decided  in  their  favour, 
if  the  case  should  be  tried  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  the 
ecclesiastical  polity  of  the  Roman  Catholic  church* 
But,  at  the  time  we  speak  of,  no  sentence,  founded  on 
these  rules,  could  be  carried  into  execution*  Such 
was  the  extraordinary  state  of  things,  that  nothing 
l;hort  of  the  dominium  altum^  or  the  right  of  providing 
for  extraordinary  cases,  by  extraordinary  acts  of  au* 
thority,  could  be  exerted  with  effect ;  and  that  domi^ 
nium  altumy  in  the  spiritual  concerns  of  the  church,  the 
venerable  prelates  cannot,  consistently  with  their  own 
principles,  deny  to  the  successors  of  St.  Peter." 

I  have  now  read,  and  with  great  surprise,  his  lord* 
ship's  comment  on  this  passage.  I  must  first  observe, 
that,  in  his  citation  of  it,  his  lordship  has,  twice,  mis- 
stated the  most  material  words.  Dominium  altum  are 
twice  repeated;  and  each  time  his  lordship  quotes 
them  as  dominium  alterum ;  which,  you  must  be  sen* 
sible,  carry  a  very  different  meaning  from  that  con- 
veyed by  the  words  dominium  altum.  This  is  the  more 
remarkable,  as  I  explain  the  import  of  them  to  be,  the 
right  of  providing  for  extraordinary  causes  by  extraordi*- 
nary  acts  of  authority.    This  is  certainly  the  true  sense 


•  T14I48 

of  dmt^mum  altum.  It  nev&r  can  be  applied  t6  the 
wonk,  d^mimim  akexum :'  biit.  these  ^^nds  -(if  they 
mean  anything)  seem  to  allude  to  the  temporal  power 
of  the  pope,  as  another  power  belonging  to  him.  I 
believe  most  of  4us  lordsnip's  rfadws  understood  me 
to:  have  used  the  woid  aUerumy  ascribed  to  me  by  In 
]oidslup»' in  that  sense.  - 

Nothing  can  be  more  clear,  than :  that  this  is  not  tiie 
sense  of  the  passage  cited  by  his  lordsbip. '  Even  as  it 
is  cited,  it  expressly  cmfines  the  dfrnkiium  altum  oi&B 
pope  to  a  power  above  the  canons,  in  the  sptritual 
concerns  of  the  church,  in  cases   of  extraordinary 

emergency  • 

'    3ut^this  is  not  all. — ^Words  cannot  express  a  stronger 

disbelief  of  the  right  of  the  popes  to  temporal  power,.di- 
rect  or  indirect,  or  a  stronger  detestation  of  their  claim 
to  it,  than  I  have  repeatedly  expressed  in  the  woik 
cited  by  his  lordship.  In  the  3 1st  page,  his  lorddiip 
will  find,  that,  after  observing  how  some  rpopes  had ' 
taken  upon  themselves  to  try,  condemn,  and  depose 
sovereigns,  to  absolve  their  subjects  from  aUegianoe 
to. them,  and  to  grant  their  kingdoms  to  others, -I  add 
these  words :  **  That  a  claim  so  unfounded  and  im- 
pious, so  detrimental  to  religion,  so  hostile  to  the  peace 
of  the  world,  and,  apparently,  so  extravagant  and 
visionary,  should  have  been  made,  is  strange :  stranger 
still  is  the  success  it  met  with. 

In  page  159, 1  mention  some  circumstances,  "which, 
for  a  time,  preserved  to  the  popes  their  temporal  power 
in  the  states  that  acknowledged  their  spiritual  supre- 
macy." I  proceed  to  observe,  that  ''  the  influence, 
which  this  gave  them,  made  them  venture  on  those 
enorinities,  which  now  excite  so  much  astonishment, 
the  bulls  by  which  they  absolved  the  subjects  of  Henry 
IV,  of  France,  and  our  Elizabeth,  from  their  allegiance, 
their  approbation  of  the  massacre  of  St.  Bartholomew, 
their  concurrence  in  the  league,  their  blessing  of  the 
armada,"  &c. 

In  page  161, 1  expressly  intimate  my  opinion,  that 
the  distinction  between  the  pope's  direct  and  indirect 
power  in  temporals  is  merely  verbal :  and,  finally,  in. 
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p.  163, 1  give  an  explicit  opinion,  that  "  the  claim  of 
the  pope  to  temporal  power,  is  one  of  the  greatest  mis- 
fortunes that  have  befallen  Christianity.'' 

With  these  passages  before  him  it  is  a  matter  of 
astonishment  to  me,  that  his  lordship  should  charge 
me  with  ascribing  to  the  pope  a  power  of  transferring 
allegiance.  I  certainly  think,  that  in  extraordinary 
cases  of  a  spiritual  nature,  and  for  the  spiritual  ad- 
vantage of  the  people,  the  pope  may  make  spiritual 
arrangements  of  the  spiritual  concerns  of  the  church, 
though  contrary  to  its  established  canons.  This  is  all 
that  is  expressed,  or  can  fairly  be  inferred  from  the 
passage  referred  to  by  his  lordship. 

But,  though  I  have  been,  and  always  shall  be,  ready 
to  express,  in  the  very  bitterest  terms  of  condemna- 
tion, my  opinion  of  the  popes'  claim  to  temporal  power, 
I   always  have  been,  and  always    shall  be,  equally 
ready  to  speak,  in  due  terms  of  praise,  of  the  meritori- 
ous part  of  their  conduct.     I  beg  leave  to  copy,  from 
the  quoted  work,  the  following  passage.  After  observ- 
ing that  some  of  them  had  disgraced  their  station,  by 
their  conduct,  I  add :   "It  is  also  true  that  more  than 
an  equal  number  of  them  have  been  eminently  distin- 
guished by  talents  and  virtue :   and,  collectively  con- 
sidered, they  will  not  suffer  in  comparison  with  any 
series  of  sovereigns.    Voltaire  observes,  that  in  the 
dark  ages,  there  was  less  of  barbarism  and  of  ignorance 
in  the  pope's  dominions  than  in  any  other  European 
state.      Much  certainly  was  done  by  them  in  every 
part  of    Christendom,   to  protect    the  lower  ranks 
against  their  oppressors,  to   preserve  peace  among 
kings  and  princes,  and  to  alleviate  the  general  ca- 
lamity of  the  times.    Their  exertions  for  the  conver- 
sion of  infidels  were  unremitted.    Few  nations  can  read 
the   first  introduction  of  Christianity  among  them, 
without  being  sensible  of  their  obligations  to  the  popes. 
This  is  acknowledged   by    all    candid    Protestants. 
*'  Quod  ad  conversionem  ethnicorum  attinet,  missiones 
Romanorum,  quantum  in  me  est,  omni  ope  consilioque 
promovere    soleo:    neque    invidiae  aut  obtrectationi 
locum  do:    gnarus  evangelii  prsedicationem,  a  quo- 
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cumque  demum  fiat^  nou  sine  fructu  aut  efficacia 
manere.  (Ludolji  Ejnstola  ad  Leibnitzium,  Op :  Leib. 
Ed.  Dutens,  vol.  vi.  p.  140."^  This  is  the  genuine 
language  of  good  sense  and  conciliation.  No  conver- 
sion wa$  Qver  made^  by  proving  to  a  Roman  Catholic, 
that  his  religion  may  be  found  in  the  name  of  the 
I>east ;  or,  by  proving  to  a  Protestant,  that  Protestants 
were  prefigured  by  the  locusts,  which  issued  from  the 
bottomless^  pit^  a^d  da^rkened  the  heavens  and  the 
enrth. 

I  am  much  obliged  to  you^  for  calling  my  attention 
to  his  lordship's  pamphlet.  If  I  had  sooner  known 
the  contents  of  it,  I  should  have  troubled  him  with  a 
letter  on  the  subject.  J  should  not  have  done  this,  if 
the  passage  in  question  had  been  merely  a  literary 
criticism  q(  any  part  of  my  work  j  but,  as  it  imputes 
to  me  principles,  whichi  in  common  with  the  other 
Catholics  of  hia  majesty's  dominions,  I  have  disclaimed 
upon  oath^  1;he  charge  is  serious.  I  shall  be  much 
obliged  to  you  to  print  %hk  letter  iu  your  intended 
pubUcatiou. 

JJncoln'a  Inn,  Jan.  27th,  1813. 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 


The  tracts,  which  are  noticed  in  the  following 
iges,  were  published  last  year  **  by  the  "Right 
everend  Thomas  Burgess,  D.D.  F.R.S.  and  F.A  S. 
ishop  of  St.  David's."  The  first  is  intitled,  '*  Christ, 
id  not  St.  Peter,  the  rock  of  the  christian  church:" 
le  second  consists  of  a  short  Latin  Poem»  of  the 
leventh  century,  enriched  with  copious  notes  and 
lustrations,  under  the  title  of  "  Johannis  Sulgeni 
ersus  hexametri  in  laudem  patris  Sulgeni,  Mene- 
ensis  Archiepiscopi." 

These  two  publications  are  perhaps  of  as  extra- 
idinary  a  description,  as  any  that  have  lately  issued 
:om  the  press.  The  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  like 
aost  of  his  episcopal  brethren,  is  an  enemy  ta  the 
laims  of  the  Catholics :  but  he  disdains  to  re-echo 
he  usual  arguments  of  their  adversaries,  and  builds 
is  opposition  on  grounds  exclusively  his  own.  He 
ernes  forward  as  an  antiquary,  and  a  divine :  and 
ghts  his  way  with  history  in  one  hand,  and  the 
ible  in  the  other.  He  undertakes^  to  prove  that 
Christ,  and  not  St.  Peter,  is  the  rock  of  the  ehris- 
Lan  church; — that  the  first  christian,  church  was 
^e  church  of  Jerusalem,  and  St.  James  the  first 
hristian  bishop : — that  St.  James,  and  not  St.  Peter, 
i"esided  at  the  first  christian  council  ;^ — that  St. 
^aul  was  the  first  founder  of  the  church  of  Rome ; 
Mhat  he  was  also  the  founder  of  the  church  of 
^^itain ; — that  the  church  of  Britain  was  esl'afcVv.^'e.dL 
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before  the  church  of  Rome  ; — that  the  church  of 
Britain,  during  more  than  twelve  centuries,  con- 
tinued independent  of  the  church  of  Rome; — and 
that  the  natives  of  Wales,  during  the  dark  ages,  pro- 
fessed exactly  the  same  doctrines  as  are  now  pro- 
fessed, in  a  more  enlightened  period,  by  the  church 
of  England.  But  what,  the  reader  will  exclaim, 
can  all  this  have  to  do  with  the  Catholic  question? 
The  right  reverend  Prelate  shall  inform  him.  From 
these  positions  he  draws  two  very  important  infer- 
ences: 1st,  that  the  Bishop  of  Rome  has  no  right 
to  any  ecclesiastical  authority  in  Britain:  and  2d, 
that  the  Catholics,  by  acknowledging  that  authority, 
and  denying  the  king's  supremacy,  **  are  detached 
from  the  allegiance  in  ecclesiastical  matters,  which 
is  due  to  their  sovereign  and  to  the  laws." 

To  such  reasoning  it  may  be  suflBcient  to  reply; 
that  the  pope's  supremacy  is  a  matter  of  religious 
belief,  with  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  which  the  le- 
gislature has  no  concern.  Its  duty  is  to  inquire, 
whether  it  be  compatible  or  not  with  the  principles 
of  civil  allegiance.  More  than  civil  allegiance  na 
government  has  a  right  to  require  from  its  subjects. 
As  the  origin,  the  object,  and  the  means  of  govern- 
ment, are  all  of  a  civil  nature,  so  likewise  must  be 
the  obligations  which  it  imposes.  Now  civil  allegi- 
ance, in  the  most  extensive  sense  of  the  words,  the 
catholics  acknowledge  to  be  due  to  the  sovereign: 
they  renounce  every  pretension  which  they  think  in- 
consistent with  it :  they  declare  upon  their  oaths, 
that  '^  no  foreign  prelate  or  potentate  hath,  or  ought 
to  have,  any  civil  or  temporal  jurisdiction,  power, 
superiority,  or  pre-eminence,  directly  or  indirectly, 
within  this  realm.*'  To  pretend,  as  the  learned 
prelate  does,  that  the  rejection  of  the  king^s  supre- 
macy is  a  breach  **  of  the  allegiance  in  ecclesias- 
tical matters  which  is  due  to  the  sovereign  and  the 
laws,"  is  to  subvert  the  very  foundations  of  religious 
liberty.  For  if  you  are  free  to  dissent  from  the 
doctrines  of  the  established  church,  you  must  also  be 
free    to    refuse    the    ecclesiastical    authority  of  its 
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head.  The  one  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the 
other.  If  the  first  be  no  crime,  so  neither  is  the 
second. 

But  the  premises,  from  which  the  Bishop  of  St. 
David's  draws  his  conclusions,  are  not  less  extra- 
ordinary than  the  conclusions  themselves.  To  notice 
them  in  detail,  would  be  a  wearisome  and  endless 
task.  Three  positions  therefore  have  been  selected, 
to  which  the  prelate  appears  to  attach  considerable 
importance;  and  which  he  maintains  in  a  tone  of 
triumph  and  defiance.  The  present  tract  will  in 
consequence  be  divided  into  three  parts.  The  first 
will  inquire,  what  is  the  real  meaning  of  the  pas- 
sage :  **  Thou  art  Peter,  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build 
my  church ; "  the  second,  what  authority  there  is  to 
induce  a  belief,  that  St.  Paul  preached  in  Britain : 
and  the  third,  whether  it  has  been  proved  that  the 
creed  of  the  Welch  christians,  in  the  dark  ages, 
was  the  same  as  that  of  the  established  church  at 
present.  The  subjects  are  not  very  inviting:  but 
they  shall  be  treated  with  as  much  brevity  as  is 
possible:  and  the  writer  trusts  that,  if  he  do  not 
amuse  or  instruct,  at  least  he  shall  not  fatigue  or 
irritate  the  reader. 
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EXAMINATION, 


^.C.    (§'C, 


IP  ART  I. 


Thou  art  Peier,  (or  RockJ  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  my 

church.     Majit.  xvj.  18. 


The  title,  which  the  Bishop  of  St*  David's  has 
prefixed  to  his  publication,  will  justify  a  doubt  whe- 
ther he  properly  understand  the  doctrine  that  he 
has  undertaken  to  refute.  In  his  title  he  asserts 
that  Christ,  and  not  Peter,  is  the  rock  of  the  christian 
church.  Does  he  then  mean  to  insinuate  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  Catholic  creed,  Peter,  and  not  Christ,  is 
.  that  rock  ?  If  he  do,  he  must  allow  me  to  inform 
him  better^.  It  is  indeed  true  that  Catholics,  in  imi- 
tation of  our  Saviour,  call  Peter  the  rock,  on  which 
the  church  was  built ;  but  they  do  not  give  him  that 
title  to  the  exclusion  of  Christ,  or  in  the  s?tme  sense 
JA  which  it  is  given  to  Christ.  Of  Christ  they  teach 
that  he,  by  his  ofiice  of  Messiah,  was  the  true  rock  ; 
oi  Peter,  that  he  was  the  rock  only  in  a  subordinate 
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and  vicarious  capacity.  Our  blessed  Lord  claimed 
that  appellation  in  his  own  right:  Peter  could  hold 
it  only  by  delegation  from  his  master.  Christ  by 
his  doctrine  and  blood  founded  the  church:  Peter, 
by  the  appointment  of  Christ,  was  made  his  re- 
presentative, when  he  should  no  longer  be  visible 
upon  earth.  Nor  let  it  be  said  that  this  doctrine  is  at 
variance  with  itself.  As  well  may  you  say  that,  be- 
cause Christ  is  called  in  scripture  '*  the  shepherd 
and  bishop  of  our  souls,"  (1  Pet.  xi.  25.)  he  could  not 
appoint  other  shepherds  and  bishops  to  minister  in 
his  place ;  or  that,  because  he  is  said  to  be  the  only 
foundation  that  can  be  laid,  it  was  an  error  in  St.  Paul 
to  give  that  appellation  to  the  apostles  and  the  pro- 
phets, (Eph.  xi.  19.)  Indeed  the  objection  is  not  new. 
It  was  made  many  centuries  ago.  The  answer  which 
it  received  then,  I  have  given    to  it  now.     E^ya^xa* 

eccrotXevToq,  IIet^oj  o£  ^x  rtjv  txnr^av — (pug  cortv,  v^ng  cote  to  (pwj  rov  Kocr^f* 
n^ivq  E(rr*5  'crotE*  t^iocg*  vrer^a,  iot»,  tor«T§ay  «roi£*.* 

Now  whether  Christ  did,  or  did  not  confer  this 
title  on  St.  Peter,  depends  on  the  meaning  of  the 
passage,  which  I  have  quoted  above :  "  and  I  also  < 
say  unto  thee,  that  thou  art  Peter,  and  on  this  rock  s. 
will  I  build  my  church."  To  whom,  or  to  what  are^ 
the  words,  *'  this  rock"  to  be  referred  ?  To  Peters 
himself,  if  we  may  believe  the  Catholic  divines ;  loci 
his  profession  of  faith,  if  the  reaisoning  of  the  righ 
reverend  prelate  be  conclusive. 

The  better  to  understand  this  passage,  the  readei 
will  call  to  his  recollection  what  happened  during  tlw 
first  interview  between  our  Saviour  and  the  apostle 
We  learn  from  St.  John  (c.  i.  V.  41.)  that  Sinion,  oil 
of  the  sons  of  Jona,  was  briginiaily  intrbdu(i6d  to  o 
blessed  Lord  by  Andrew,  his  eldest  brother.     JesuJ 
as  soon  as  he  saw  the  young  man,  addressed  him  i 
these  remarkable  words :  '^  ihoti  art  Simon,  the  son 
Jonal:  thou  shalt  be  call^  Cephas,"  (that  is  Peter' mn 
Greek,  and  Rock  in  English.)     Now  let  me  ask,  wha^* 

^  Horn,  de  Poen.  in  appen.  aii  op,  S.  Bas.  torn.  Tl. 
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was  the  meaning  of  this  unexpected  prediction  ?  Why- 
was  the  name  of  Simon  to  be  changed,  more  than  that 
of  Andrew,  or  of  any  other  apostle  ?  What  was  there 
in  him,  that  he  in  particular  should  receive  the  myste- 
rious appellation  of  the  *'  rock  V  It  could  not  be  on 
account  of  the  constancy  of  his  faith,  for  he  denied  his 
Lord.  That  it  portended  something  of  consequence 
in  the  future  destiny  of  the  apostle  cannot  be  doubted : 
but  its  real  import  probably  remained  a  secret,  till  it 
was  disclosed  by  Christ  on  another  occasion.  He  had 
asked  his  disciples,  **  Whom  do  men  say  that  I,  the  son 
of  man,  am  ?  And  they  said :  some  John  the  Baptist, 
some  Elias,  and  others  Jeremias,  or  one  of  the  pro- 
phets." Not  satisfied  with  this  answer,  he  again  asked, 
^^  But  whom  say  ye  that  I  am  ?  And  Simon  Peter 
.*'  answered  and  said :  thou  art  the  Christ,  the  son  of 
*'  the  living  God.  And  Jesus  answering,  said  unto 
''^  him :  blessed  art  thou  Simon,  the  son  of  Jona;  for 
**  flesh  and  blood  has  not  revealed  it  unto  thee,  but  my 
**  father,  who  is  in  heaven.  And  I  say  also  unto  thee^ 
'*  that  thou  art  Peter  (a  rock)  and  on  this  rock  will  I 
^*  build  my  church,  and  the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  pre- 
'*  vail  against  it.  And  I  will  give  unto  thee  the  keys  of 
*'  the  kingdom  of  heaven :  and  whatsoever  thou  shalt 
**  bind  on  earth,  shall  be  bound  in  heaven,  and  whatso- 
**  ever  thou  shall  loose  on  earth,  shall  be  loosed  in 
***  heaven.  Then  charged  he  his  disciples  that  they 
'**  should  tell  no  man  that  he  was  Jesus  the  Christ. 
(Matt.  xvi.  16—20.) 

From  this  passage  we  learn  both  the  reason  why  the 
jiame  of  Simon  was  changed  into  Cephas,  and  the 
meaning  of  his  new  appellation.  Christ  had  not  yet 
openly  disclosed  either  to  the  public,  or  to  his  disciples, 
who  he  really  was :  when  Simon,  by  the  inspiration 
of  heaven,  declared  him  to  be  the  Christ,  the  son  of 
'the  living  God.  Jesus  immediately  pronounced  him 
blessed,  for  having  been  thus  selected  to  announce  this 
important  truth  to  mankind :  and  in  return  for  the 
declaration  which  he  had  made,  appointed  him  the 
ocrephas  or  rock,  on  which  the  church  should  be  built. 
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promised  to  him  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven, 
and  engaged  that  whatsoever  he  should  bind  or  loose 
on  earth,  should  be  bound  or  loosed  in  heaven.  Simon 
had  said;  **  thou  art  the  Christ:"'  a  word  expressing 
the  office  of  him,  who  was  the  redeemer  of  the  world: 
Jesus  answered :  "  and  I  say  also  unto  thee,  that  thou 
art  the  rock,**  a  word  expressive  of  the  office  to  which 
Simon  was  called,  of  being,  after  Christ,  the  rock  on 
which  the  church  was  to  be  founded.  Then,  in  conse- 
quence of  his  elevation  to  this  office,  a  promise  was 
made  to  him  of  the  keys,  the  symbols  of  pre-eminence 
and  authority;  and  a  declaration  was  added,  that  in 
'the  exercise  of  that  authority,  his  decisions  on  earth 
should  be  ratified  in  heaven. 

In  this  exposition  of  the  words,  *^thou  art  Peter,  and 
on  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church,^'  there  is  nothing 
forced  or  unnatural.  It  is  what  first  offers  itself  to  the 
mind  on  the  perusal  of  the  passage.  It  is  the  sense  in 
which  it  was  generally  understood  by  the  ancient  wri- 
ters; and,  I  am  liappy  to  add,  the  sense  which  has 
been  given  to  it  by  the  more  candid  of  the  Protestant 
expositors;  who,  though  they  may  not  admit  the 
papal  supremacy,  yet  acknowledge  that  St.  Peter  was 
Appointed  by  Christ  to  be  the  rock  of  the  christian 
church.  Dr.  Whitby  thus  paraphrases  the  passage : 
**  As  a  suitable  return  for  thy  confession,  I  say  also 
unto  thee,  that  thou  art  by  name  Peter,  that  is  a  rock  : 
and  upon  thee,  who  art  this  rock,  I  will  build  my  church. 
And  I  will  give  unto  thee  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of 
Jheaven,  the  power  of  making  laws  to  govern  my 
church."*  It  is  explained  in  the  same  manner  by  Dr. 
Hammond.  ''  Seeing  thou  hast  so  freely  confessed  me 
before  men,  I  will  also  confess  thee.  Thou  art  Peter, 
&c.  that  is,  the  name  by  which  thou  art  styled  and 
known  by  me,  is  that  which  signifies  a  stone  or  rock, 
and  accordingly  my  church  shall  be  so  built  on  thee, 
founded  in  thee,  that  it  shall  never  be  destroyed — 
What  is  here  meant  by  the  keys,  is  best  understood  by 

*  Whitby,  iq  Matt.  xvi.  16.     Tom.  1.  p.  143. 
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Is.  xxii.  22.  where  they  signify  ruling  the  whole  family 
or  house  of  the  king,  and  this  being  by  Christ  accom^ 
modated  to  the  church,  denotes  the  power  of  governing 
in  it."^  To  these  I  will  only  add  the  testimony  of  Dr. 
Toraline,  the  present  bishop  of  Lincoln,  who,  in  his 
elements  of  christian  theology,  repeatedly  supposes 
that  by  the  words,  "  this  rock, '  was  meant  Peter  him- 
self. Thus  after  telling  us,  that  the  many  remarkable 
circumstances  recorded  concerning  Peter  in  the  gos- 
pels and  acts,  seem  to  point  him  out  as  the  chief  of  the 
twelve  apostles,  he  adds :  *'  our  Saviour  said  to  him  in 
-explanation  of  the  name,  which  he  himself  had  given 
him :  thou  art  Peter,  and  upon  this  rock  will  I  build 
my  church  :"  and  again  he  informs  us,  that  by  being 
the  first  who  preached  to  the  Jews  and  afterwards  to 
the  Gentiles,  Peter  may  be  said  to  have  founded  the 
universal  church  :  which  is  supposed  to  have  been  the 
meaning  of  our  Lord's  words,  "  upon  this  rock  will  I 
build  my  church."t 

To  this  exposition,  however,  the  Bishop  of  St. 
David's  has  opposed  three  feeble  and  evasive  an- 
iswers.  1st.  He  tells  us  that  the  rock  on  which  Christ 
promised  to  build  his  church,  was  the  profession  of 
faith  in  the  Messiaship  of  Jesus. — Now  that  such  pro- 
fession was  the  immediate  cause,  why  Christ  pro- 
nounced St.  Peter  to  be  the  rock,  will  be  granted  : 
but  if  the  learned  Prelate  mean  to  disjoin  the  faith 
jfrom  the  person  of  Peter,  and  to  confine  to  it  alone 
the  promise  of  our  Saviour,  he  both  violates  the  pro- 
priety of  language,  and  contradicts  the  obvious  mean- 
ing of  the  speaker.  **  I  also  say  to  thee  that  thou 
;art  the  rock,  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church ;" 
are  words  perfectly  inteUigible,  and  mutually  illustra- 
tive of  each  other.  The  second  part  explains  the  first. 
It  points  out  why  Simon  was  originally  called  Peter, 
and  shews  that  on  him,  as  on  a  rock,  the  church  was 
to  be  built.     But  if  instead  of  this  you  substitute  the 

*  Hammond,  ibid.  p.  92. 

f  Klements  of  Christian  Theology,  par.  11.  c.  25.  p.  476-479. 
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^i^i^ii  6(  the  %^hop/thi^  ^vHble  fttaBf^  iniH  be- 
b(M6  uimattkral,  mvolv^,  tdlfl  '•  miebhereiit.  **  And  I 
q^y  uAto  thte^  that  thou  art  the  rock,  and  on  the  pro- 
'iression  of  my  Mcnadiahs^hip,  as  on  a  rock,  I  will  build 
my  chttteh/'  ttttmst,  morrareh,  be  evident  to  the 
mtder,  th^t  Je&ni,  in  his  ansMrer  to  Peter,  means  to 
tdltkUsr  Ob  him  Some  reward  in  ffeturn  for  his  Confession. 
Y«t  where  cot^td  haye  been  this :  reward,  if  Christ  had 
6kily  told  him  that  the  cfauifich  Would  be  built  upon 
Yaith,  Md  that  he,  no  less  thftii  liis  coHeagues,  should 
^be  Sustrumentd  in  raising  it  oft' Hiat  foundation. 
'2.  Dr.  Bt,irsess  observes,  tttat  as  Christ  addtessed 
jquestion  to  idl,  and  St.  Peter  ttnswered  in  the 
name  bf  all,  (^  the  reply  of  our  Saviour,  was  intended 
4br  all.  Now  stipposin^  tibte  premiites  to-be  true,  yet 
'i  860'  not  liow  like  oondusioti  can  be  maintained.  As 
^ktl  might  it  "be  pretended,  that  when  a  isheriff,  fot 
%iltmple,  is  ktaighted  for  presenting  an  aiddress,  the 
same  honour  is  intended  to  be  conferred  on -aHl  tte 
Iteeholders  of  the  couftty  in  whose  names  he  is  tx)m« 
tnissioned  to  act.  In  effect,  if  it  bis  possible  for  iaii>- 
.guage  to  confine  the  meaning  of  an  answer  to  one  tmU^ 
'Vidtial,  it  is  so  in  the  present  instance.  The  evangelist 
declares  that  the  words  of  Christ  were  addressed  to 
Peter:  "Jesus  answering,  said  unto  him:''  and  the 
Words  themselves  are  exclusive  of  all  other  persons: 
*'  Blessed  art  thou,  Simon,  son  of  Jona — I  say  unto 
thee — thou  art  Peter— and  I  will  give  unto  thee — ^what- 
soever thou  shalt  bind,"  &c. 

3.  But,  says  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  "  there  is 
a  change  of  the  terms  in  the  words  of  our  Saviour. 
Thou  art  Petrus  (Peter)  and  on  this  petra  (rock)  I  will 
build  my  church.  If  our  Saviour  had  meant  that  St. 
Peter  should  be  the  rofck,  the  same  term  might  have 
been  repeated  :  thou  art  Petrus,  and  on  this  petrus  I 
will  build  my  church — He  was  not  the  foundation  on 
which  the  church  was  to  be  built,  but  a  part  of  it. 
He  was  not  petra  but  petrus  :"*  that  is,  he  was  not 

*  Bish.  of  St.  David's,  p.  5. 
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tbe  rock,  but  one  of  the  slbhles  to  be  employed  in  thb 
building  on  the  rock. — This  is  one  of  the  luthinous  and 
important  distinctions  for  which  we  are  indebted  tto 
the  genius  of  the  reformation.  As  long  as  Christen- 
dom was  enveloped  in  the  darkness  of  popery,  it  was 
not  given  to  man  to  discover  the  true  meaning  of  that 
elegant  discburse,  which  we  are  tiow  told,  took  place 
between  Christ  and  the  apostle. 

Christ.  Whom  do  ye  say,  that  I,  the  son  of  inan, 
am? 

Simon.  Thou  art  Christ,  the  son  of  the  living  God. 

Christ.  And  I  say  also  unto  thee,  thou  art  a  stone y 
(Petrus)  and  on  this  rock  (petra)  I  will  build  my 
church. 

But  the  right  reverend  prelate  should  recollect,  that 
Petrus  and  petra  are  not  the  words  of  Christ,  but  (if 
the  translator.  Christ  did  not  speak  in  Greek,  btit  in 
Syro-chaldaic.  If  for  the  same  word  Cephas ^  the  trtins- 
lator  employed  both  Petrus  and  petra,  it  is  not  difficult 
to  assign  the  reason.  He  adopted  Petrus  in  the  first 
instance,  because  a  masculine  termination  was  more 
proper  for  the  name  of  a  man,  and  petra  in  the  second, 
iDecause  it  was  more  analagous  to  the  metaphor  oif 
building  an  edifice.* 

At  the  close  of  this  part  of  his  publication,  the  bishop 
lays  down  the  three  following  propositions  :  that  "  the 
^'  first  christian  church  was  the  church  of  Jerusalem ; 
*^  that  the  president  of  the  first  christian  council  was 
**  not  St.  Peter,  but  St.  James ;  iand  that  the  first 
**  christian  bishop  was  St.  James,  the  bishop  of  Jerusa- 
**  lem.'^f  These  propositions  appear  to  be  considered 

•  Dr.  Burgess  will  not  allow  St.  Peter  to  be  the  roct,  because  there 
is  a  change  of  terms,  Petrus  and  Pietra,  Would  he  then  acknowledge 
him  to  be  the  rock,  if  there  were  no  change  of  terms  ?  That  there 
was  none  in  the  original  discourse  of  Chiist,  is  certain.  He  must 
have  used  Cephas  in  both  places.  The  same  word  is  also  used  in 
both  places  in  the  Sjriac,  Arabic,  and  the  other  Oriental  versions. 

f  Id.  p.  10.  Another  extraordinary  assertion  hazarded  by  the 
learned  Prelate  is,  that  *'  St.  Paul  was  the  first  founder  of  the  church 
«f  Rome.'  From  what  ancient  writer  this  information  has  been 
<derived,  we  are  not  told;  nor  is  it  possible  to  conjecture.    It  could 
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by  his  lordship  as  so  many  theological  axioms^  which 
require  neither  proof  nor  illustration.  If  I  may  be  al- 
lowed to  deliver  my  opinion,  I  will  say  of  them,  that 
the  first  is  probably  true.  For  it  was  at  Jerusalem 
that  St.  Peter  laid  the  foundation  of  the  christian 
church,  on  the  festival  of  Pentecost  (Acts  ii.  14)  :  and  of 
course,  the  church  of  Jerusalem  may  be  considered  as 
the  most  ancient  local  church.  The  second  propo- 
sition is  very  doubtful.  The  scripture  does  not  ex- 
pressly declare,  who  was  the  president  of  the  first 
council :  but,  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  the  narrative  of 
St.  Luke  seems  to  attribute  that  office  to  St.  Peter 
(Acts  XV.  7).  Tlie  truth  of  the  third  proposition 
will  depend  on  the  meaning  which  is  given  to  the 
word  bishop.  If  it  import  no  more  than  the  spiritual 
superintendence  of  a  certain  limited  district,  St.  James 
may  perhaps  have  been  the  most  ancient  bishop ;  but 
if,  as  most  divines  maintain,  all  the  apostles  were  in* 
vested  by.  Christ  with  the  episcopal  character,  I  know 
not  how  any  one  can  claim  the  priority  in  point  of  time 
before  his  colleagues.  But  what  follows  from  these 
propositions  ?  That  "  the  words,  thou  art  Peter,  and 
upon  this  rock  1  will  build  my  churchy  were  not  meant 
to  convey  any  supremacy  to  St,  Peter."*  Reader,  if 
thou  art  acquainted  with  any  logical  process^  by  which 
such  an  inference  may  be  extracted,  thou  art  more 

not  be  from  St.  Paul  himself:  for  he  wrote  a  long  epistle  to  that 
church  some  years  before  it  could  have  been  in  his  power  to  found 
it.  But  may  I  ask  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's  one  question  ?  If 
he  know  any  thing  of  ecclesiastical  antiquity,  he  must  know  that  the 
see  of  Rome  was  always  called  the  see  of  Peter,  sedes  or  cathedra 
Petri.  Now  if  St.  Paul  was  the  first  founder  of  that  church,  how 
came  it  not  to  bo  called  the  see  of  Paul  instead  of  the  see  of  Peter  ? 
Even  supposing  that,  according  to  the  discovery  of  the  bishop,  St.  Peter 
afterwards  assisted  St.  Pan]  in  preaching  the  gospel  at  Rome,  yet  why 
should  that  church  derive  its  distinguishing  appellation  from  the  assist- 
ant rather  than  the  principal  ?  Truly,  I  think,  he  must  surrender  one 
of  his  two  favourite  opinions.  He  must  acknowledge  that  either  St. 
Paul  was  not  the  first  founder  of  the  church  of  Rome,  or  that  the  name 
of  Peter  superseded  that  of  Paul,  on  account  of  the  superior  dignitj 
of  the  former. 
»  Id.  p.  10. 
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fortunate  than  I  am.  While  the  vigorous  mind  of 
the  bishop  gains  remote  conclusions  at  a  jump,  my 
more  feeble  intellect  is  compelled  to  feel  its  way  in 
the  dark.  I  cannot  return  an  answer  to  that,  which 
I  am  unable  to  comprehend.  The  right  reverend  pre- 
late has  shown  us  the  two  extremities  of  the  chain. 
Xet  him  disclose  the  intermediate  links,  and  we  shall 
then  be  able  to  judge  in  what  manner  they  are  con- 
nected together. 


■=■■•1 
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PART  II. 


Did  the  apostle  St.  Paul  preach  the  gospel  in  Bri- 
tain ?    That  he  did,  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's  asserts 
to  be  indisputable.    The  writer  of  these  pages  pre- 
sumes to  be  of  a  different  opinion,  and  requests  the 
indulgence  of  the  reader,  while  he  states  the  grounds 
of  his  incredulity.    The  subject  itself  is  considered  by 
the  right  reverend  prelate  as  of  great  controversial 
magnitude.     If  we  may  believe  him,  to  prove  that  St. 
Paul  preached  in  Britain,  is  to  annul  the  supremacy 
of  the  church  of  Rome.*    But  authors,  like  parents,  are 
partial  to  their  own  offspring,  and  frequently  discover 
in  them  excellencies  which  escape  every  other  eye. 
Whether  the  supremacy  of  the  church  of  Rome  can 
survive  the  bishop's  pamphlet,  time  will  determine: 
though  I  must  confess,  that  to  me  the  danger  with 
which  it  is  threatened,  appears  imaginary  rather  than 
real.     For  were  it  even  to  be  proved  that  St.  Paul  did 
visit  Britain,  it  must  at  the  same  time  be  granted,  that 
he  would  preach  there  no  other  than  the  gospel  of 
Christ.     If  then  according  to  that  gospel  the  supre- 
macy was  conferred  on  St.  Peter,  we  may  be  assured 
that  St.  Paul  would  establish  such  supremacy  even  in 
this  island :    if  it  were  not,  it  would  never  enter  his 
mind,  or  that  of  any  other  apostle,  to  establish  it  either 
here  or  elsewhere. 

But  though  the  preaching  of  St.  Paul  in  Britain 

*  Bish.  of  St.  David's,  p.  K 
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cannot  affect  the  question  of  the  supreipacy,  it  way  be 
a  proper  subject  for  historic  investigatipn.  In  that 
light  it  will  be  considered  in  these  pages^  The.  qu?^-. 
tion  itself  is  not  new.  During  the  age  of  controversy 
it  was  frequently  discussed,  particularly  by  Stilling- 
fleet,  to  whom  the  learned  prelate  is  indebted  fox  w- 
most  all  that  he  has  said  on  the  subject*  But.  th^ 
position  which  the  reformed  writers  had  takeu,  W5^ 
soon  found  to  be  untenable,  and  was  therefore:  sileutly 
abandoned.  The  Bishop  of  St.  David^s  ha^  renewed, 
the  attempt :  I  shall  inquire  whetjier  he  hasi  b^gn moxe 
successful  than  his  predecessors. 

The  course  of  reasoning  pursued  by  the  right  reve- 
rend prelate  in  this  investigation,  goes  to  establish  ^Ixe 
three  following  propositions  :  1st,  That  if  it  had  pjeai^eidi 
St.  Paul  to  preach  in  Britain,  he  had  sufficieat  tii^s 
for  that  purpose,  between  his  first  arrival  in  Rome,  and 
his  martyrdom  in  that  city. 

2d.  That  it  did  please  some  person  tQ  preach  in 
Britain  about  that  period. 

3d.  That  the  person,  whom  it  so  pleased  to  preach 
in  Britain,  was  St.  Paul. 

There  is  something  curious  in  this  arrangementr 
The  third  proposition  was  sufficient  for  the  purpose* 
Prove  it,  and  you  have  proved  the  other  two.  But  the 
bishop  was  certainly  at  liberty  to  select  his  own  road : 
it  is  ray  duty,  not  to  complain,  but  to  follow. 

I.  To  establish  the  first  proposition  was  not  a  very 
promising  task.  By  chronologists  no  less  than  sevei^ 
different  dates,  from  the  year  56  to  the  year  63,  have 
been  assigned  to  the  first  arrival  of  St.  Paul  in  ^ome, 
The  weight  of  authority  is  in  favour  of  the  latter  pe- 
riod :  but  an  earlier  one  was  more  convenient  to  the 
bishop.  For  it  was  not  probable  that  St.  Paul  would 
visit  Britain  during  the  confusion  occasioned  by  the 
rebellion  of  Boadicea ;  nor  was  it  easy  to  reconcile 
such  a  visit  after  the  year  60,  with  the  known  events 
of  the  apostle's  life.  Dr.  Burgess  has  therefore  se- 
lected the  year  56 :  and  to  justify  his  choice,  he  reads 
us  a  long  and  tedious  lecture  of  twenty-four  pages  on 


die  recal  bf  Felix,  iOi^  disgrsk^e  of  Fallad,  the  chanuiter 
6f  poppcBa,  and  the  youthful  connexions  of  Josephus* 
What  miptesision  thiis  dissertation  may  have  produced 
on  the  genmlilj  of  his  readers,  I  cannot  pretend  to 
Mf:  the  result  in  my  mind  was  a  conviction  that  the 
chtonologyof  St  Paul's  ministry  is  a  mass  of  confusion 
ttid  lihcertdinty:  Yet  let  not  the  reader  fear  that  I 
iiI|[aU  attempt  to  lead  him  through  this  labvrinth.  Td 
spaire  ins  patience  and  my  own,  I  am  ready  to  adttuit, 
what  I  thmk /never  can  be  proved,  that  St.  Paul  M 
arrive  in  Rome  time  enougn  td  ha^e  visited  Britaiii 
consistently  with  his  other  occupations,  if  such  hdS 
bejdoihis  intention. 

.  'Hi'  Hie  second  prpposition  is  built  on  the  testimpnt 
of  Oildas,  the  fSstther  of  British  history.  By  some  wiC 
t^ris  he  has  been  understood  to  say,  that  ChristianU^ 
was  preached  in  Britain  before  the  defeat  of  Boadidn 
in  the  year  61.  This  might  also  be  conceded  to  tbil 
bishop  with  perfect  security :  for  Gildas  nowhere  hittti 
that  ue  missionary  was  St.  Paul  or  any  other  apcMsttei 
But  as  Dr.  But^s  is  not  the  first,  wttp  has  given,  wbtt 
I  conceive,  an  erroneous  meaning  to  the  words  of  tf^  ' 
historian,  I  shall  beg  to  be  indulged  in  a  few  observa- 
tions on  the  original  passage.  "  In  the  mean  time  the 
"  true  sun  from  the  height  of  the  heavens,  having  dis- 
**  played  his  splendour  to  the  world  about  the  close  of 
"  the  reign  of  Tiberius  Ceesar,  began  to  warm  with  his 
'*  rays  the  frozen  shores  of  Britain."*  Here,  as  the 
bishop  very  justly  observes,  two  different  diffusions  of 
the  light  of  the  gospel  are  mentioned,  and  a  different 
period  is  assigned  for  each.  ''  The  general  diffusion 
"  of  the  gospel  was  in  the  latter  part  of  Tiberius's 

*  The  reader  will  observe  that  I  have  compreseed  the  inflaled 
language  of  Gildas.  Interea  glaciali  fr^ore  rigenti  insuls^  ot  veht 
loDgiore  terrarum  secessu  soli  visibili  non  proximae,  verus  ille  sol,  non 
de  firmamento  temporali,  sed  de  summa  ctiaiu  co&lorum  arce  tempom 
cuncta  excedcnte,  universo  orbi  praefulgidum  sui  coruscum  ostendent, 
tempore  (ut  scimus)  summo  Tiberii  Caesaris,  (quo  absque  ullo  impedi- 
mento  ejus  propagabatur  religio,  comminata  senatu  nolente  a  prift- 
cipe  morte  delatoribus  militum  eiusdem)  radios  suos  primum  indulge 
id  est,  pr»cepta  sua  Christus.    GUdflB  hist.  c.  vi.  p.  7].     Haun.  1757. 
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**  reign  :  the  introduction  of  it  into  this  country  was  in 
'*  the  interim  of  the  events  mentioned  by  Gildas.""^ 
But  when  he  adds,  "that  this  interim  is  limited  on  the 
*'  one  hand  by  the  event  last  mentioned  by  him,  viz.  : 
"  the  defeat  of  Boadicea,  A.  D.  61.  and  on  the  other 
;"'  by  events  not  far  distant,  such  as  the  defeat  of  Ca- 
"  ractacus,  A.  D.  51,"  I  must  be  allowed  to  record  my 
dissent.  To  assist  the  judgment  of  the  reader  it  should 
be  observed,  that  the  work  of  Gildas  is  divided  into 
chapters.     Of  these  the  three  first  regard  not  the  pre- 
sent subject :   the  fourth  relates  the  rebellion  and  de- 
feat of  Boadicea ;   in  the  fifth  is  described  the  state  of 
Britain  under  the  imperial  government ;    the  sixth 
consists  of  the  passage  respecting  the  diffusion  of  the 
gospel ;  and  the  seventh  gives  an  account  of  the  per- 
secution of  Dioclesian.  Now  of  the  two  limits  assigned 
by  the  bishop  to  the  interim  or  the  mean  time  of  Gildas, 
the  earlier  is  not  at  all  noticed  by  the  historian  himself. 
It  is  perfectly  arbitrary ;  a  mere  creature  of  the  imagi- 
nation.     The  other,  though  an  event  mentioned  by 
Gildas,  is  not  the  limit  fixed  by  the  historian.     The 
defeat  of  Boadicea  does  not  occur  immediately  before 
the  passage,  in  which  the  introduction  of  the  gospel  is 
noticed  :  between  the  two  a  whole  chapter  intervenes, 
descriptive  of  the  servitude  of  the  Britons  under  the 
Roman  government.     Gildas  tells  us  that  a  part  of  the 
victorious  army  returned  to  Italy,  while  a  part  re- 
mained to  overawe  the  natives:   that  prefects  were 
appointed  with  the  military  power  at  their  disposfeil  t 
that  all  the  precious  metals  were  marked  with  the  im- 
pression of  the  Caesars :    and  that  the  subjugation  of 
the  Britons  was  so  complete,  that  the  island  might 
with  more  reason  be  called  Roman  than  British.    It  is 
after  this  description  that  he  mentions,  in  the  sixth 
chapter,  the  introduction  of  Christianity,  to  which  he 
immediately  subjoins  the  persecution  of  Dioclesian  in 
the  year  296.     What  then  are  we  to  understand  by  the 
interim  during  which  he  says  the  gospel  was  intro- 
duced?    Undoubtedly  the  period   described  in  the 

♦  Bish.  of  St.  David's,  p.  58. 
B   B 
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preceding  chapter,  tUe  time  during  which  the  island 
^as  cmkipletely  under  the  dominibn  of  Roma  The 
liikiits  assigned  to  it  by  Gildas  se^m  to  be  the  submis- 
sion of  the  natives  after  the  death  of  Qoadicea  on  the 
one  hand«  and  the  persecution  of  the  Christians,  at'  the 
end  of  tiiie^ird  cientury,  on  the  other.  It  was  duiiog 
liiis  interval  that,  acconling  to  the  historian,  the  gospel 
Was  first  pi'ieached  in  Britain.  Instead  of  confinmg  m 
to  an  interim  of  ten  years  before  the  suppression  of 
the  rebellion,  he  allows  us  more  than  two  centuries 
after  it. 

IIL  We  now  come  to  the  third  proposition,  Hit 
ofily  one  of  real  importance.  Let  the  bishop  of  SL 
David's  establish  it,  and  he  has  gained  his  cause :.  if  he 
cannot,  it  matters  little  what  may  be  the  chronology 
of  St.  Paul's  ministry,  or  the  meaning  of  the  passagt 
in  Gildas. 

.  1.  The  first  testimony  which  the  learned  preliM 
has  adduced,  and  which,  if  we  may  believe  him^placd 
the  preaching  of  St.  Paul  in  Bntain  beyond  aU  cflft- 
troversy  or  doubt,  is  that  of  Clemens,  bishop  of  Booie^ 
and  the  intimate  friend  and  fellow-labourer  of  tiii 
apostle.  Does  Clemens  then  mention  Britain?  Not 
"  but  he  says,"  (I  am  transcribing  the  words  of  the 
bishop  of  St.  David's)  "  That  St.  Paul,  in  preaching 
"  the  gospel,  went  to  the  utmost  bounds  of  the  tvest,  m  n 
**  TEp/x«  rn?  Wfwj.  This  is  not  a  rhetorical  expression,  as 
'*  Dr.  Hales  supposes,  but  the  usual  designation  of 
**  Britain.  Catullus  calls  Britain,  ultima  Britannia,  and 
**  ultima  occidentis  insula.  The  west  included  Spain, 
"  Gaul,  and  Britian.  Theodoret  speaks  of  the  inha- 
*'  bitants  of  Spain,  Gaul,  and  Britain,  as  dweUing  in 

"  the    utmost   botmds  of  the  west,    r»q  m;  win^^  ^^oma^"^ 

Hence  then  it  appears  that  to  establish  the  preaching 
of  St.  Paul  in  this  island,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that 
by  **  the  boundary  of  the  westj^  Clemens  could  under- 
stand no  other  country  than  Britain.  '  This  the  learned 
prelate  undertakes  to  show ;  but  his  reasoning  appean 
to  me  to  prove  the  contrary.     First,  we  are  told  that 

•   Bish.  of  St.  David's,  p.  37. 
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it  was  the  '^  usual  designation*'  of  this  island :  and  yet 
not  one  solitary  instance  is,  or  can  be  adduced,  in  sup- 
port of  the  assertion.  Britain  has  been  repeatedly 
mentioned  by  the  writers  of  Greece  and  Rome ;  by 
orators  and  poets ;  by  historians  and  geographers : 
caw  it  be,  that  not  one  of  them  all  should,  on  any  oc- 
casiqn  whatsoever,  have  called  it  by  its  *'  usual  de- 
sigfiation?"  We  are  next  referred  to  the  works  of 
Catullus.  But  will  it  necessarily  follow,  that  because 
Britain  was  known  to  a  Roman  poet  by  one  appella- 
tion, it  must  have  been  known  to  the  Greeks,  to  whom 
Clemens  wrote,  by  another?  Catullus  might  with 
propriety  call  it  the  "  last  island  of  the  west,''  if  he 
were  acquainted  with  none  beyond  it;  but  Clemens 
could  not  with  propriety  point  it  out  to  the  Corinthians 
by  the  designation  of  "  the  boundary  of  the  west," 
because  there  were  several  other  boundaries.  That 
could  not  be  the  peculiar  appellation  of  one  country, 
which  was  common  to  several.  The  very  passage, 
which  the  bishop  has  transcribed  from  Theodoret, 
proves  that  Spain  and  Gaul,  no  less  than  Britain,  were 
parts  of  the  boundary  of  the  west.  But  there  was  no 
necessity  of  sending  us  to  an  ecclesiastical  writer  of 
the  fifth  century  for  that  information.  Every  school- 
boy knows  that  the  western  boundary  of  the  Roman 
empire  was  different  in  different  latitudes :  that  as 
you  ascend  northward  from  the  pillars  of  Hercules, 
first  Spain,  then  Gaul,  and  lastly  Britain  might  claim 
that  appellation.  On  his  own  shewing,  therefore,  the 
learned  Prelate  could  infer  no  more  from  Clemens, 
than  that  St.  Paul  had  preached  in  one  of  these  three 
countries.  If  you  ask,  which  of  the  three  ?  I  answer, 
that  the  probability  is  in  favour  of  Spain.  For  Atha- 
nasius,  Chrysostom,  Epiphanius,  Jerome,  Cyril,  and 
Theodoret,  assert  that  he  did  preach  in  Spain :  not  one 
ancient  writer  (I  will  prove  it  as  I  proceed)  asserts 
that  he  ever  preached  in  Britain. 

If,  however,  I  may  be  allowed  to  propose  my  own 
opinion,  I  would  say,  it  was  not  Spain,  nor  Gaul,  nor 
Britain,  but  Rome,  that  was  understood  by  Clemens, 
Such  at  least  is  the  meaning  which  his  words  natu- 
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rally  suggest  to  the  mind,  of  the  reader.  Clemens  is; 
writing  from  Rome;  he  is  describing  events  which, 
had  lately  happened  in  Rome;  and  in  speaking  of  St. 
Paul,  he  says,  that  the  apostle  "  came  to  the  boundary 
of  the  west,  and  was  martyred  under  the  governors,". 

iXQuy  tc^Of  TO  Tc^/xa  Ttjj  ovcrwgj  xa»  jLta§TVpii<raj  vtto  ruv  nyou/utevwy,*       W^hftt 

then  was  this  boundary  of  the  west  ?  Certainly  the 
place  to  which  he  came,  and  in  which  he  suffered 
martyrdom,  that  is,  Rome  itself.  Nor  is  this  my 
opinion  only :  it  is  that  of  Bishop  Fell,  and  of  Lardner. 
Bishop  Pearson,  indeed,  rejected  it,  because  he  could 
not  conceive  how  Rome  could  be  called  the  boundary 
of  the  west.  But  did  he  then  think  of  Britain  ?  No : 
his  memory  was  so  treacherous  that  he  did  not  recol- 
lect "  the  usual  designation"  of  his  own  country,  and 
most  unaccountably  transferred  it  to  Spain.  Neither 
does  his  objection  appear  to  me  conclusive.  It  is  not 
indeed,  geographically  true,  that  Rome  was  the  boun- 
dary of  the  west :  but  orators  do  not  always  measure 
their  expressions  with  the  compasses  of  the  geographer. 
Clemens  was  displaying  to  the  Corinthians  the  labours 
and  journies  of  St.  Paul.  He  knew,  that  in  their  es- 
timation, Italy  was  the  principal  country  of  the  west, 
and  Rome  was  situated  near  the  western  shore  of 
Italy.  Why  might  he  not  then,  in  describing  the  ar- 
rival of  the  apostle  in  that  city,  be  allowed  to  say, 
that  he  was  come  to  the  boundary  of  the  west. 

However  this  may  be,  so  much  at  least  will  be 
granted  me  by  the  impartial  reader,  that  the  ex- 
pression of  Clemens  is  too  ambiguous  to  establish  the 
preaching  of  St.  Paul  in  Britain,  unless  that  fact  be 

■ 

*  The  reader  will  observe  that  I  do  not  think  myself  bound  to 
adopt  the  version  of  the  learned  Prelate.  He  translates  exGw*  by  the 
verb  to  go,  I  by  the  verb  io  come.  The  difference  is  great.  The 
first  intimates,  that  the  place  of  which  Clemens  speaks,  was  at 
a  distance;  the  other  that  it  was  Rome  itself,  or  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  Rome.  According  to  him  to  TE^j»a  is  *'  the  utmost  bounds."  I 
see  not  why  the  adjective  should  be  added,  and  have  therefore  trans- 
lated it  boundary.  My  version  agrees  with  that  of  the  editors  of  Cle- 
mens, whohad  no  particular  system  to  support:  that  of  the  bishop 
appears  to  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  proving  his  favourite 
opinion,  that  St.  Paul  preached  in  Britain. 
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asserted  by  some  other  ancient  writer.  The  testimo* 
nies,  therefore,  which  have  been  selected  from  other 
ancient  writers,  I  shall  proceed  to  examine. 

2.  From  Clemens  to  Eusebius,  during  the  long  lapse 
4)f  two  centuries,  not  a  hint  has  dropped  from  the  pen 
of  any  writer,  which  even  the  ingenuity  of  the  learned 
Prelate  can  improve  into  an  argument  in  favour  of  his 
Pauline  church  of  Britain.  That  his  readers,  however, 
may  not  be  scared  at  the  view  of  this  chasm,  Irenaeus 
and  TertuUian  are  brought  forward  to  prove,  that  there 
were  Christians  in  Britain  at  the  time  in  which  they 
wrote.  **  Irenaeus  speaks  of  Christianity  as  propagated 
**  to  the  utmost  bounds  of  the  earth,  «wj  9n^«Tw  -m?  yu?,  by 
^*  the  apostles  and  their  disciples ;  and  particularly 
**  specifies  the  churches  planted  «»  tam?  i^E^»««f  xa» »  kiXtm^  ^* 

By  these  words  most  readers  would  understand  Spain 
and  Gaul :  but  the  bishop  assures  us,  that  by  the 
Celtae,  are  meant  the  people  of  Germany,  Gaul,  and 
Britain  :  as  if  it  were  impossible  that  a  church  should 
be  established  in  one,  unless  at  the  same  time  other 
churches  were  established  in  every  nation  of  Celtic 
origin.  Be  it  so  :  Irenaeus  at  least  says  nothing  of  St. 
Paul,  or  of  the  founder  of  the  British  church.  His  tes- 
timony then  is  perfectly  irrelevant.  The  same  must  be 
said  of  the  passage  from  TertuUian,  who  only  mentions 
Britannorum  inaccessa  Romanis  loca,  Christo  vero 
subdita ;  the  parts  of  Britain,  to  which  the  Roman  sol- 
dier had  not  penetrated,  but  which  had  submitted  to 
Christ. 

3.  We  are  now  arrived  at  the  fourth  century ;  and 
from  the  multitude  of  writers,  whom  that  age  produced, 
two  are  brought  forward,  Eusebius  and  Jerome.  To 
their '  testimony,  however,  I  have  a  right  to  object. 
Though  they  both  declare  that  St.  Peter  preached  in 

♦  Bish.  of  St.  David's,  p.  38.  ex  Iren.  ad.  her.  1.  1.  c.  2,  3.  The 
English  vocabulary  of  the  learned  Prelate  seems  to  be  very  scanty. 
With  him,  every  Greek  expression  answers  to  the  "  usual  designation  of 
Britain."  The  to  rmM  of  Clemens,  the  c(rx*T*at  of  Theodoret,  and  the 
m^a/ra  of  Irenaeus,  are  all  equally  "  the  utmost  bounds/'  according  to 
his  version. 
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tUm^  diirifig  the  reigQ  of  the  emperor  Clandiis;*  the 
bishop  tqrtts  his  back  upoa  them^  juid  strennowly 
maintains^  .that  the  apostle  never  was  at  Rome  befiyre  the 
yewr  of  his  martyrdom  under  the  emperor  Nero.  Now 
tf  they  are  witnesses  unworthy  of  credit  with  respeet 
to  die  historv  of  St^  Peter,  why  should  thev  be  worthy 
of  credit  with  respect  to  the  history  of  St  raiul  ?  Doeft 
t^^truth  of  ancient  testimony  depend  on  its  accordanoe 
wiOt  the  wishes  of  the  bishop  of  St  David's  ?  But  whit 
^eeb  J&isebius  say?  *'  That  some  of  the  apasiks  p&ssed 
«ver  ^  ocean  to  the  British  Isles,  tm  ^«(««xovyMMK9eff»i«( 
!f«wr.''t  Here  I  may  Observe,  £rst  that  supposing  Eii> 
Mhius  to  weak  of  the  a^osdes,  yet  he  mentions  no 
names.  Uow  then  can  his  testimony  be  more  favour- 
able to  one  than  to  another  ?  Secondly,  he  speaks  of 
QH>re  than  one,  w^m^  Now  we  read  of  no  other  iqpos* 
!^  than  Bt.  Peter  and  St.  Paul,  who  preached  in  the 
,west.  Will  the  learned  Prelate  admit  that  it  is  of  dieie 
;two,  that  Eiisebius  is  to  be  understood,  uid  that  of 
course.  St»  Peter  must  sharie  with  St  PauU  the  hpnoor 
of  fixiAding  Uie  British  church  ?  Thirdly,  it  is  oot 
very  probable,  that  both  St  Peter  and  St.  Paul  woold 
quit  the  more  civilized  for  the  more  barbarous  nadmis, 
lor,  if  they  wished  to  preach  in  the  north,  that  they 
would  prefer  Britain,  yet  struggling  to  shake  off  the 
Roman  yoke,  before  Gaul,  which  had  peaceably  sub- 
mitted to  it.  May  it  not  be  then,  that  Eusebius  speaks 
of  the  first  preachers  of  Christianity  in  general,  and 
not  of  the  apostles  in  particular  ?  So  it  would  seem 
from  the  original.  The  writer  undertakes  to  demon- 
strate the  truth  of  Christianity.  He  remarks  that  the 
persons  who  began  to  preach  the  gospel,  after  the  as- 
cension of  Jesus,  were  the  apostles,  and  the  seventy 

disciples,  ^»^£xa  oyra;  rm  ot^id/bioy  tw;  exxpirov;,  £ioiUKarrot  is  roug  X»' 

woi/j,  too  great  a  number  to  concur  in  framing  and  con- 
ducting an  imposture.     After  pursuing  this  course  of 

*  Eton  T9};  avTfi^  KXecv^MV  Scta-iXeietg  roy  xe^t^f  ycai  fxtyav  ruv  ocn^gnlXm^  fer 

List.  occl.  1.  2.  c.  14.  Jerom.  in  cat.  Script,  c.  1.  In  ehron.  ad 
an.  43. 

t  Bishop  of  St.  Dav.  ex  Eus.  Dem.  evang.  1.  3.  c.  5, 
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r^oning  to  some  length,  he  turns  to  another  argu- 
ment, and  proves  the  truth  of  the  gospel  from  its  diffu- 
sion. It  is  incredible  to  him  that  they  should  have 
converted  so  many  nations,  which  he  mentions  by 
name,  that  some  should  have  visited  India,  and  that 
others  should  have  crossed  over  to  the  British  Isles  without 
the  special  protection  of  heaven.  Now  to  whom  does 
the  pronoun  they  refer  ?  Will  the  learned  prelate  re- 
strict it  to  the  persons  expressly  mentioned  before  ? 
Then  he  must  exclude  St.  Paul :  for  the  persons  men- 
tioned before,  are  those  who  preached  before  St.  Paul's 
conversion.  Will  he  extend  it,  as  the  reasoning  of 
Eusebius  requires,  to  all,  who  were  associated  with  the 
apostles,  in  the  office  of  disseminating  the  gospel? 
Then  the  passage  will  only  mean  that,  of  the  first 
teachers  of  our  faith,  some  came  to  this  island.  In 
neither  supposition  is  there  the  most  slender  proof,  that 
St.  Paul  was  the  founder  of  the  British  church. 

Let  us  now  pass  to  St.  Jerome.  '*  Jerome,"  says  the 
bishop,  *'  ascribes  this  province  expressly  to  St.  Paul, 
**  and  says,  that,  after  his  imprisonment,  having  been 
"  in  Spain,  he  went  from  ocean  to  ocean,  and  that  he 
**  preached  the  gospel  in  the  western  parts.  In  the 
**  western  parts  he  included  Britain,  as  is  evident  from 
**  a  passage  in  his  Epitaphium  Marcellae."  *  The  asser- 
tion that  Jerome  ascribes  to  St.  Paul,  the  conversion 
of  the  Britons,  I  shall  meet  with  the  most  unqualified 
j^enial.  The  bishop  has,  indeed,  in  support  of  it,  ad- 
duced what  wears  the  appearance  of  a  passage  from 
the  works  of  that  writer.  But  it  is,  in  reality,  a  piece 
of  patch-work,  in  which  different  scraps  are  so  put 
together,  as  to  resemble  anything  but  the  original.  In 
his  commentary  on  the  fifth  chapter  of  Amos,  Jerome 
says,  that ''  St.  Paul  travelled  from  the  Red  Sea,  or 
**  rather  from  the  ocean  to  the  ocean.'*  But  does  the 
learned  prelate  conceive  that  writer  to  have  been  so 
ignor^sint  of  geography,  as  to  describe  a  journey  from 
Spain  to  Britain,  as  a  voyage  from  one  ocean  to  ano-^ 
ther ;  or  the  apostle  to  have  made  so  circuitous  a  route, 

*  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  p.  39. 
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as  to  have  taken  the  Red  Sea  into  his  road  from  the 
Peninsula  to  this  island  ?  The  truth  is,  by  the  two 
oceans,  Jerome  meant  the  Indian  and  the  Atlantic. 
For  he,  like  most  of  the  ancient  writers,  believed  that 
in  preaching  the  gospel,  **  from  Jerusalem,  round  abmt 
as  far  as  lUyricum,"  (Rom.  xv.  19.)  the  apostle  had  vi- 
sited many  of  the  eastern  nations,  such  as  the  Ethi- 
opians, Persians,  Scythians,  and  Indians :  *  and  there- 
fore he  describes  the  theatre  of  St.  Paul's  labours,  as 
being  bounded  to  the  east  by  the  Indian  Sea,  and  to 
the  west  by  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  which  washes  the 
shores  of  Spain.  Of  Britain,  he  says  not  a  single 
word.f  The  other  part  of  the  passage,  as  quoted  by 
Dr.  Burgess,  is  taken  from  Jerome's  work  de  viris  il- 
lustribus,  in  which  St.  Paul  is  said  to  have  preached 
in  the  western  parts.  But  must  this  necessarily  mean 
Britain?  If  Britain  were  in  the  west,  so  also  was 
Gaul,  so  was  Spain,  so  was  Italy,  so  was  lUyricum. 
Was  it  impossible  for  the  apostle  to  visit  any  one  of 
these  countries,  unless  he  also  visited  Britain  ?  Or  if 
he  preached  in  any  of  them,  would  it  not  be  true  to  say, 
he  preached  in  the  western  parts,  though  he  never  en- 
tered Britain  ?  But  Jerome  himself  has  been  careful 
to  inform  us  in  the  very  passage,  what  he  meant  by 
"  the  western  parts,"  by  referring  us  to  the  fourth 
chapter  of  the  second  epistle  to  Timothy,  from  which 
we  learn  that  the  apostle  was  then  at  Rome,  expecting 
daily  to  suffer  martyrdom.^  By  the  western  parts, 
he  meant  Rome  or  Italy. 

*  Chrys.  de  laud.  S.  Pauli,  hom.  iv. 

t  TliG  original  passage  is  as  follows.  Ut  pradicaret  evangelium  de 
Hierosolymis  usque  ad  Illyricum,  et  aedificaret  non  super  alterlus  fon- 
damentura,  ubi  jam  fucrat  praedicatum,  sed  usque  ad  Hispanias  tenderct, 
et  a  mari  rubro,  imo  ab  oceano  usque  ad  oceanum  curreret.  In 
Amos,  c.  V.  The  last  line  is  evidently  an  illustration  of  the  pre- 
ceding words. 

J  If  we  admit  the  bishop's  new  mode  of  reasoning,  we  must  believe 
that  Simon  Magus  preached  his  impious  doctrines  in  Britain,  for  Euse- 
biiis  says,  he  came  Irom  Judea  into  the  western  parts  nri,  ^vo-ijm^  ux^fo, 
and  that  St.  Peter  also  preached  the  gospel  in  Britain,  for  the  same 
writer  says  of  him,  that  he  brought  the  light  of  the  gospel  from  the 
east,  to  those  tiiat  dwelt  in  the  west,  if  avaroXwy  tok  xara  W*y.  Eus, 
hist  ecc.   1.   11.  c.  IL 
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'  4.  The  learned  Prelate  next  appeals  to  Theodoret, 
who,  in  the  fifth  century,  if  we  may  trust  his  lordship, 
*'  mentions  the  Britons  among  the  nations  converted 
"  by  the  apostles  ;  and  says,  that  St.  Paul,  after  his 
"  release  from  imprisonment,  went  to  Spain,  and  from 
"  thence  carried  the  light  of  the  gospel  to  other 
*'  nations.  He  says  also,  that  St.  Paul  brought  sal- 
*'  vation  to  the  islands  that  lie  in  the  ocean,  t«»5  «  ^y  wxayn 

**  hecKuiMvoui  wroij  rnv  o$iX«a»  wpoo^yiyw."       And    aS   both    Nic'e-^ 

phorus  and  Chrysostom  speak  of  the  British  islands 
as  lying  in  the  ocean,  »  aww  owtm  t«  ftxiaw,  there  can  be 
no  aoubt,  they  must  be  the  islands  meant  by  Theo- 
doret.  Of  this  testimony  from  Theodoret,  I  must 
observe,  that,  like  the  former  from  Jerome,  it  is  made 
up  of  several  distinct  passages,  selected  from  dif- 
ferent works  of  the  same  writer.  I  shall,  therefore, 
resolve  it  into  its  component  parts,  and  consider  each 
separately.  1 .  The  first  part  is  taken  from  Theodo- 
ret's  ninth  discourse,  intitled  "  On  Laws,"  in  which 
he  compares  the  law-givers  of  Greece  and  Rome  with 
the  preachers  of  the  gospel.  The  former,  he  tells  us, 
could  never  estq.blish  their  laws  in  more  than  a  few 
countries;  but  the  apostles  persuaded  not  only  the 
Greeks  and  Romans,  but  the  Scythians  and  Sauro- 
matee,  the  Indians  and  Ethiopians,  Persians,  Serae, 
Hyrcanians,  Bactrians,  Britons,  Cimmerians,  and  Ger- 
mans, in  a  word,  the  whole  human  race,  all  the  na- 
tions of  the  earth,  to  embrace  the  law  of  Christ.  Can 
this  passage  be  seriously  brought  as  a  proof  that  St. 
Paul,  or  any  other  apostle,  personally  preached  in 
Britain  ?  It  is  evidently  the  language  of  declamation, 
and  not  of  history.  It  attributes  to  the  apostles  what 
was,  in  many  instances,  the  work  of  their  disciples. 
Theodoret  was  himself  conscious  of  it,  and  within  a 
few  lines  corrects  the  extravagance  of  the  hyperbole, 
by  observing  that  the  Scythians,  Persians,  and  other 
"barbarous  nations,  were  not  converted  till  after  the 
death  of  the  apostles.*  2.  The  second  part  is  taken 
from  Theodoret's  commentary  on  the  second  epistle  of 

sxMy»y  Oh  yofAOi  Jm^uo-^v  iiKwrm.    Theod.  Seim.  ix.  de  legibus. 
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Timothy,  in  which  he  says,  that  Paul,  after  his  release 
went  into  Spain,  and  other  nations.  But  could  he  not 
go  to  any  other  nation,  unless  he  first  came  to  Britain? 
By  other  nations,  Theodoret  undoubtedly  means  tlie 
nations  of  Greece  and  Asia,  to  whom,  according  to  all 
historians,  the  apostle  preached  during  the  interval 
between  his  first  and  second  imprisonment.  3.  The 
third  passage  is  culled  from  Theodoret's  interpretation 
of  Psalm  cxvi ;  where  that  writer  says,  that  St.  Paul 
visited  Italy  and  Spain,  and  carried  salvation  to  the 
islands  lying  in  the  sea.  But  how  does  he  prove  that 
the  apostle  visited  Italy  and  Spain  ?  By  quoting  the 
passage  in  the  epistle  to  the  Romans ;  When  1  shall 
begin  to  take  my  journey  into  Spain,  I  hope  that  as  Ipasi 
I  shall  see  you,  (Rom.  xv.  24.)  How  that  he  preached 
in  the  Islands  lying  in  the  sea?  By  quoting  the 
Epistle  to  Titus,  (i.  5.)  For  this  cause  T  kft  thee  in 
Crete,  &c.  Hence  it  is  clear  that  the  Islands  meant 
by  Theodoret,  were  Crete  and  her  sister  isles  in  the 
Mediterranean,  as  remote  from  Britain,  as  was  his 
iKKdyBi  from  the  n«avoc  of  Chrysostom,  though  the  learn- 
ed Prelate  thought  it  expedient  to  translate  both  nEiaw 
and  nxwM!  by  the  same  English  word. 

5.  The  reader  probably  will  not  be  displeased, 
when  I  inform  him  that  we  are  now  arrived  at  the  last 
of  these  indisputable  testimonies.  "  In  the  sixth  cen- 
tury," according  to  die  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  '*  Ve- 
OEuitius  Fortunatus  says  thus  of  St.  Paul : 

Traout  et  oceanum.  vel  qua  bcit  insula  portum, 
Quasque  Britannus  hnbet  torraa,  quosque  ultima  Thi4e. 

Sen^ble  that  objections  may  be  raised  to  the  authority 
of  a  poet,  the  learned  Prelate  denies  that  verse  is  ofir 
cessarily  the  vehicle  of  fiction.  But  is  not  this  pas- 
sage as  it  is  transcribed,  evidently  "  the  vehicle  of 
fiction?"  For  let  the  ultima  Thule  be  what  it  may, 
Ireland,  or  the  Orkneys,  or  the  Shetland  isles,  yet  it 
is  certain  that  St.  Paul  never  preached  in  any  q£  those 
countries.  It  is,  however,  easy  to  vindicate  the  poet : 
the  fiction  is  not  in  his  verses,  but  in  the  sense  n^ized 
to  them  by  Dr.  Burgess.  It  is  not  of  the  pertan,  but  tX 
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the  doctrine  of  the  apostle  that  Fortunbtus  speaks. 
The  writings  of  St.  Paul,  says  he,  have  penetrated  into 
every  country  that  is  warmed  with  the  rays  of  th^ 
sun ;  the  north,  the  south,  the  west,  the  east 

Et  qua  sol  radiis  tendit>  stylus  iUe  oucoirit; 
Arctos,  meridies,  hinc  plenus  vesper  et  ortus. 

They  (his  writings^  the  same  stylus  iUe)  have  even 
crossed  the  ocean  into  Britain  and  ultima  Thule. 

Transit  et  oceanum,  vel  qaa  faoit  insula  portum. 
Quasque  Britannus  habet  terras,  quasquc  ultima  Thule. 

J^et  me  request  the  right  reverend  Prelate  to  turn 
again  to  the  passage  in  Fortunatus,  and  he  will  imme- 
diately discover  his  mistake. 

Thus  have  I  attempted  to  shew,  and  I  trust  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  reader,  that  the  rock  on  which 
the  Bishop  of  St.  David's  has  built  his  British  church, 
is  no  better  than  a  hillock  of  sand. — Never,  perhaps^ 
was  an  assertion  so  boldly  made,  and  so  weakly  sup- 
ported. Neither  separately  nor  collectively  do  the 
authorities,  which  he  has  brought  forward,  connect, 
in  any  single  instance,  the  name  of  the  apostle  with 
this  island.  Not  one  that  names  St.  Paul,  mentions 
Britain : — not  one  that  mentions  Britain,  names  St. 
Paul.  To  make  anything  out  of  them,  it  was  neces- 
sary to  intermix  them  together;  to  invert  all  the 
established  modes  of  reasoning ;  and  to  refer  to  Bri- 
tain what  is  said  of  the  preaching  of  St.  Paul  in  other 
places,  and  to  St.  Paul  what  is  said  of  the  conversion 
of  Britain  by  other  missionaries.  The  web,  it  must 
be  confessed,  was  woven  with  some  ingenuity :  I  have 
had  the  patience  to  unravel  it ;  with  what  success,  is 
for  the  reader  to  determine. 

Conceiving,  however,  that  he  had  established  his 
favourite  hypothesis,  the  learned  prelate  gives  the 
reins  to  his  imagination,  and  opens  to  us  a  scene 
truly  novel  and  interesting.  He  describes  to  us  all 
that  the  apostle  did  in  Britain.  Converts  were  made ; 
deacons,  priests,  and  bishops  were  ordained :  Aristo- 


bulus  was  placed  at  the  head  of  the  new  ministry ; 
and  "  the  British  church,  in  a  spiritual  sense,  was  fully 
established."*  I  shall  not  waste  my  time  in  demo- 
hshing  this  baseless  fabric ;  but  I  must  inform  the 
reader  for  what  purpose  it  was  reared.  "  Hence  re- 
sults," the  bishop  tells  us,  "  this  very  interesting  con- 
sequence, that  the  church  of  Britain  was  fully  esta- 
blished before  the  church  of  Rome."t  There  had, 
indeed,  been  a  church  in  Rome  some  years  before,  to 
which  St.  Paul  had  written  an  epistle,  and  of  which 
he  bore  this  memorable  testimony ;  Your  faith  u 
spoken  of  in  the  whole  world,  (Rom.  i.  8.)  but  this  it 
seems,  had  some  how  or  other  disappeared.  The 
apostle  himself  had  resided  more  than  two  years  in 
Rome;  yet  we  must  believe,  that  during  this  time  he 
would  not  establish  a  church  in  that  city.  J  Why  not! 
Because  he  had  so  great  a  partiality  for  the  barbariaas 
who  inhabited  Britain,  that  he  determined  to  give 
them  the  honour  of  a  prior  establishment.  Truly,  in- 
stead of  thus  forming  visionary  hypotheses,  instead  of 
labouring  to  give  to  fable  the  fair  form  of  truth,  it 
were  better  to  admit  with  all  Christian  antiquity,  what 
is  so  well  expressed  in  the  lines  of  an  old,  but  po- 
pish, poet:  (Proper,  A.  D.  420.) 

Roma  sedes  Petri,  qiue  pastoralii  honoris 
Facta  capui  mnndo,  quic^uid  non  posaidct  aimia, 
Relligione  tenet. 


•  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  p.  43.  t  Ibid. 

X  The  bishop  talis  us,  page  8  and  9,  that  he  had  already  ntabUtkida 
chnstian  lociety  in  Rome.  But  prohably  he  finds  a  difference  beiweca 
the  two.     Society  is  a  La^,  cAurcA  a  Greek  word. 


PART   III. 


Ex  his  synodis  omnes  nostrcB  patrice  ecclesicE  modum  et 
regulam  Romana  aiKtoritate  acceperunt.  Ryce- 
march,  epis.  Menev.  in  vita  S.  Dav.  Ang.  Sac.  torn. 
11.  p.  669. 


It  is  not,  however,  on  his  arguments  in  favour  of  St. 
Paul's  journey  to  the  British  isles,  that  the  Bishop  of 
St.  David's  must  rest  his  claim  to  the  gratitude  of  the 
established  church.  In  that  department  of  theological 
science,  he  is  but  the  humble  scholar  of  Usher,  Stil- 
lingfleet,  and  other  anti-catholic  writers  of  former  days. 
But  th^re  is  another  and  a  more  important  discovery, 
in  which  the  right  reverend  Prelate  has  neither  prede- 
cessor  nor  rival,  of  which  he  is  the  sole  and  undisputed 
proprietor.  During  that  long  night  of  ignorance 
and  superstition,  which  overspread  the  nations  of 
Europe  in  the  eleventh  century,  he  has  descried  the 
true  light  of  the  gospel  shining  with  undiminished 
lustre  amid  the  mountains  of  Wales ;  and  among  the 
Prelates,  who  at  that  period  successively  held  the  see 
of  St.  David's,  he  has  found  one,  who  can  be  proved 
to  have  been  a  true  and  orthodox  protestant !  This  is 
certainly  a  valuable  and  an  original  discovery.  It 
must  infuse  joy  into  the  breast  of  every  churchman, 


from  the  summit  of  Snowden  to  the  mouth  of  the  Se- 
vern ;  and  will  confer  immortal  honour  on  the  name  of 
the  learned  Prelate  in  the  annals  of  the  antiquarian 
society. 

But  not  to  detain  the  impatience  of  the  reader  from 
a  nearer  acquaintance  with  this  venerable  personage, 
I  shall  inform  him  that  the  name  of  the  protestant 
archbishop  of  St,  David's  was  Sulgen ;  that  by  birth 
he  was  a  Welchman ;  that  at  the  age  of  sixty-one  he 
was  raised  to  the  archiepiscopal  throne ;  that  he 
resigned  this  dignity  no  less  than  three  times;  and 
died  in  1089,  in  the  eightieth  year  of  his  age.  But 
ere  this  a  thousand  questions  will  undoubtedly  have 
crowded  into  the  reader's  mind.  How,  he  will  ask,  is 
it  proved  that  he  was  a  protestant  ?  Did  he  wear  lawn 
sleeves  ?  Did  he  subscribe  the  thirty-nine  articles? 
Did  he  teach  that  in  the  sacrament  the  body  and  blood 
of  Christ  are  truly  received  without  being  there  ?  No, 
all  these  questions  must  be  answered  in  the  negative. 
But  then  there  is  a  fact  paramount  to  everything  else. 
Whatever  may  have  been  his  speculative  opinions,  in 
practice  he  was  orthodox.  He  had  four  children ;  and 
this  is  considered  by  the  right  reverend  Prelate  a  con- 
vincing proof  that  he  held  the  doctrines  of  the  present 
established  church. 

I  trust  I  shall  not  be  thought  presumptuous,  if  ! 
object  to  the  legitimacy  of  such  a  conclusion.  Two 
things  are  taken  for  granted  instead  of  being  proved, 
either  of  which,  as  long  as  it  is  not  proved,  will  be 
sufficient  to  invalidate  the  reasoning  of  Dr.  Bureess. 
1.  It  is  taken  for  granted  that,  the  distinguishing  mne- 
tion  of  a  protestant  bishop  is  the  procreation  of  chil- 
dren ;  which  whether  it  be  true  or  not,  though  I  doubt 
it,  the  learned  prelate  himself  is  the  fittest  to  deter- 
mine. 2.  It  is  also  taken  for  granted  that  the  children 
of  the  most  reverend  Dr.  Sulgen  were  born  to  him 
after  his  episcopal  consecration ;  which  is  known  to  be 
contrary  to  the  feet.  At  what  age,  indeed,  he  was 
married,  we  cannot  ascertain :  but  we  are  told  that  Ke 
studied  during  his  youth  both  io  Scotland  and  Ireland; 
that  after  his  leturn  to  Wales  he  «Btabti£hed  a  gr^t 
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school :  that  while  he  followed  the  profession  of  teach- 
ing, he  brought  up  four  sons,  Rycemarch,  Arthgen, 
Daniel  and  John ;  that  his  reputation  with  the  clergy 
and  the  people  daily  increased :  and  that  in  his  sixty- 
first  year,  he  was  made  archbishop  of  St.  David's.  This 
is  all  we  know  on  the  subject ;  and  if  this  be  all,  Sul- 
gen,  for  aught  Dr.  Burgess  may  say  to  the  contrary, 
may  have  been  a  popish  prelate.  His  having  pre* 
viously  had  a  family  of  four  children  would  prove  no 
objection.  For  neither  the  Greek  nor  the  Latin 
churches  exclude  from  the  episcopacy  men  who  have 
been  once  married,  provided  their  wives  either  are 
dead,  or  have  retired  into  a  convent. 

I  should  have  told  the  reader  that  for  this  important 
information  respecting  the  orthodoxy  of  the  archbishop, 
we  are  indebted  to  the  care  of  John,  his  fourth  and 
youngest  son.  In  the  twelfth  year  of  Sulgen's  epis- 
copacy John  had  finished  transcribing  a  copy  of  the 
works  of  St.  Augustine,  (for  to  copy  the  works  of  the 
fathers  was  the  favourite  occupation  of  the  protestant 
clergy  of  ancient  times,)  and  at  the  end  he  added  a 
metrical  account  both  of  himself  and  his  venerable  pa- 
rent. This  short  poem  of  one  hundred  and  fifty-five 
lines  the  bishop  of  St.  David's  has  published,  and  from 
its  contents  he  thinks  it  evident  that  not  only  the  Bri- 
tish metropolitan,  as  we  have  already  seen,  but  that 
his  son  also,  the  Rev.  John  Sulgen,  was  a  sound  and 
orthodox  protestant. 

The  proof  of  John  Sulgen's  orthodoxy  is  two-fold, 
negative  and  positive.  The  negative  is  the  following. 
"  He  begins  his  verses  with  an  address  to  Christ. 
*'  Here  are  no  addresses  to  departed  saints,  not  even 
''  to  St.  David ;  nor  a  thought  expressed  of  any  other 
*'  intercession  but  the  prayers  of  the  living  for  the 
'Miving."*  But  why  should  there?  Is  there  any 
law  obliging  poets  to  enumerate  in  all  their  compo- 
sitions the  articles  of  their  religious  belief?  If  there 
be,  the  orthodoxy  of  Sulgen  himself  will  become  very 
problematical.     For  may  not  I  also  say ;  here  are  no 

*  Job.  Sulg.  p.  9, 
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addresses  to  the  i  Trinity,  none  to .  the  holy  Spirit^  no 
in^ition  made  of  the  r^emption  of  man,  no  thought 
expressed  of  a  belief  in  any  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  ? 
And. may  I  not  tiience  infer  with  equal  reason,  that 
Sulgen  rejected  these  doctrines?  But  perhaps  ^ 
pish  poets  may  be  obliged  to  mention,  at  least  the  in- 
ten^ession  of  tbe  saints  in  their  poems  ?  The  learned 
Prelate  knows  better :  he  is  acquainted  with  many  of 
their  compositions,  even  in  honour  of  the  saints,  in 
which  no  such  mention  occurs.  I  will  refer  him  to 
one,  which  he  must  have  seen,  to  Bede's  hymn  on  St 
Edelthryda,  which  begins  thus : 

Alme  deuft  trinitas,  qui  secula  cuneta  gubernas.* 

In  this  there  is  no  address  to  Edelthryda,  or  any  other 
Mdnt,  though  such  addresses  sre  frequent  in  severd 
cihiB  works. 

The  proof  positive  consists  in  the  two  last  verses  of 
die  poem*  The  writer,  after  praying  that  God  wouM 
j^rdon  his  sins,  adds ; 


Pjpoficaujxi  dom  tempus  adest,  rectfl&qae  salutisy     % 
Dum  mihi  vita  manet,  dum  flendi  flumina  prosunt. 

'*  These  two  incomparable  lines,"  exclaims  the  bishop, 
**  are  remarkable  for  their  protestant  spirit.  Rectos 
**  salutis  is  a  very  significant  expression,  implying  that 
**  there  is  only  one  right  way  of  salvation,  and  that  re- 
•*  liance  on  prayers  for  the  dead,  and  on  the  inter- 
**  cession  of  departed  saints  is  not  that  right  way."t 
In  another  place  he  goes  so  far  as  to  term  the  passage 
**  a  protestation  against  prayers  for  the  dead,  as  unpro- 
'*  fitable  for  salvation."^  Now,  if  the  right  reverend 
Prelate  find  in  these  lines  the  spirit  of  protestantism, 

♦  Bed.  Hist.  1.  iv.  c,  20.  t  Joh.  Sulg.  p.  1 1. 

%  Ibid.  p.  6.  I  know  not  bow  tbe  learned  Prelate  means  to  reconcile 
his  fancied  protestations  of  the  Welch  clergy,  against  prayers  for  the 
dead,  with  the  fact  of  their  accepting  donations  of  land,  on  condition 
of  praying  for  the  dead.  Pro  anima  sua  et  animabus  parentum  suorum 
— pro  animabus  suis,  et  suorum..  Monast.  torn  111.  p.  190.  ct  seq. 
Oratio  cotidiana  pro  anima  illius,  et  pro  animabus  parentum  suorum  et 
Omnium  fidelium  defunctorum.    Ang.  Sac.  torn.  11 .  p.  ^&7.  et  seq 
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I  will  add  that  I  also  recognise  in  them  the  spirit  of 
Catholicism.  They  hold  a  language  which  is  to  be 
found  in  all  our  books  of  devotion,  and  in  the  mouths 
of  all  our  preachers*  We  also  teach  that  repentance 
during  life  is  the  right  and  only  path  which  can  lead 
the  sinner  to  salvation.  It  remains  for  the  Bishop  of 
St.  David's  to  shew  how  such  doctrine  is  incompatible 
with  the  practices  of  praying  for  the  dead,  or  of  so* 
liciting  the  intercession  of  departed  saints. 

Besides  John,  Dr.  Sulgen  had  another  son,  called 
Rycemarch,  who  was  also  an  author.  He  has  left  us 
the  history  of  the  life  of  St.  David,  a  history  bYimful 
of  the  errors  and  corruptions  of  popery.  But  how 
came  this?  Did  the  Welch-  metropolitan  bring  up 
one  of  his  sons  a  Protestant,  and  the  other  a  Catholic  ? 
No,  replies  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  Rycemarch's 
work  has  been  interpolated.*  Thus  nothing  can  come 
amiss  to  the  hands  of  the  learned  Prelate.  He  cuts 
and  carves  for  us  as  he  pleases.  He  possesses  the 
privilege  of  adding  to,  or  taking  from  the  works  of 
authors,  whatever  may  suit  his  purpose.  In  the  poem 
of  John  Sulgen  there  is  no  mention  of  the  intercession 
of  the  saints :  of  course  it  is  evident  that  he  rejected  it. 
In  the  prose  of  Rycemarch  there  is  mention  of  many 
Catholic  practices :  of  course  his  work  has  been  inter- 
polated. But  will  the  right  reverend  Prelate  take  the 
trouble  to  retrench  from  the  writings  of  Rycemarch,  all 
tiiat  savours  of  popery  ?    He  will  find  nothing  left. 

Before  I  conclude,  I  may  be  allowed  to  notice  one 
or  two  other  observations,  which  have  been  hazarded 
by  the  learned  Prelate.  He  tells  us,  that  the  British 
^  church  did  not  sink  under  the  horrors  of  Saxon 
^*  extermination,  but  retired  to  her  mountains  and 
^^  fortresses  in  the  west,  and  subsisted  there  for 
^*  many  centuries,  not  only  independently  of  the  church 
*^^  of  Rome y  but  in  a  state  of  resistance  to  her  autho- 
'*  n7y."|  It  is  unfortunate  that  the  passage  in 
italics  is  not  supported  by  the  authority  of  some  an- 
cient writer :  it  might  then  have  been  known  on  what 

c  c 


386 

fomidiation  it  rented. .  It  is  still  more  unfortunate  tfasft 
the  Bishop  of  St.  David's  did  not  consult  the  records 
oif.hisown  see,  he  would  then  probably  have  found 
reason  to  doubt  the.  accuracy  of  what  he  has  asserted. 
From  the  annales  Menevenses  he  would  have  learnr 
ed  that  the  protestant  princes  of  the  Britons,  at  th^ 
period,  were,  as  anxious  to  shew  their  devotion  to  the 
Roipan  Harlot,  as  were  their  enemies  and  neighbours^ 
the  popish  princes  of  the  Saxons.  Like  them  they 
m^jde  pilgrimages  to  the  apostolic  see  :  and  like  them 
many  remained  at  Rome,  that  they  might  have  the 
fortune  to  expire  near  the  tomb  of  St.  Peter.  Gad- 
wallader  is  recorded  to  have  died  at  Rome  in.  689i 
Eygen  in  W>3,  Howel  in  885,  and  Hpwel,  the  son  of 
Cf^dil,  in  928.*  I^.this  fact  very  reconcilable  with 
the  ideav  that  the  British  church  protested  against  tb/^ 
doctrines,  and  rejected  the  authority  of  the  church  of 
Rome? 

Had  tlie  lesgrned  prelate  looked  into  the  work  <)f 
Rycemarqh>  his  predecessor,  and  the  son  of  his  protest 
tant  archbishop,  he  would  have  there  discovered.  stiU 
stronger  re?tsons  to  distrust  the  visions  of  his  imagina* 
tion.  Rycemarch  would  have  told  him,  that  as  early 
as  the  fifth  century,  in  the  life-time  of  St.  David  him- 
self, the  discipline  of  the  British  church,  on  account  of 
some  doctrinal  disputes,  was  settled  by  the  authority 
of  the  church  of  Rome  -t  and  that  this  information  was 
obtained  not  from  oral  tradition,  but  from  the  very 
hand-writing  of  that  ancient  and  celebrated  Prelate, 
David  himself.  To  so  positive  an  assertion  I  see  not 
what  can  be  reasonably  opposed ;  and  trust  that  the 
generality  of  my  readers  will  give  more  credit  to  the 
impartial  statement  of  a  Bishop  of  St.  David's  in  the 
eleventh,  than  to  the  more  interested  conjectures  of  a 
Bishop  of  St.  David's  in  the  nineteenth  century. 

We  are  moreover  told,  that  the  Welch  church,  by 
its  submission  to  the  see  of  Canterbury  in  the  time  of 
Henry  I,  was  united  to  the  English  church  before  it 

*  Ang.  Sac.  Tom.  11.  p.  xxxii.  et.  648. 

t  Ex  his  igitur  duabus  synodis  omnes  nostrae  patriae  ecclesiae  modum 
et  regulam  Romana  auctoritate  acceperunt.  Ang.  Sac.  torn.  11.  p.  669. 
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fell  under  the  dominion  of  popery.*  But  how  did  the 
Welch  church  endeavour  to  avert  this  submission? 
Why,  by  appealing  to  the  pope,  and  to  the  very  church, 
the  authority  of  which  it  is  now  represented  as  having 
resisted  for  so  many  centuries.  Nor  is  this  all.  Though 
the  struggle  of  the  Welch  bishops  against  the  preten* 
sions  of  the  see  of  Canterbury  lasted  for  almost  a  cen- 
tury, though  we  have  documents  without  number  on 
the  subject,  we  do  not  learn  that  a  single  objection 
was  ever  made  to  the  faith  or  discipline  of  the  English 
and  Roman  churches.  Did  then  the  princes  and 
people,  as  well  as  the  prelates  and  clergy  of  Wales,  go 
to  bed  one  night  pure  and  orthodox  protectants,  and 
rise  the  next  morning  profane  and  idolatrous  papists  t 
If  they  were  protestants  before  their  submission  to  the 
see  of  Canteroury,  they  were  evidently  papists  imme- 
diately after  it,  and  that  too  without  being  conscious 
of  any  change  either  in  belief  or  practice.  Unless, 
therefore,  the  reader  be  prepared  to  admit  so  miracu- 
lous a  revolution,  he  will  reject  the  unfounded  hypo- 
thesis of  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  and  will  acknow- 
ledge that  the  Welch  church,  like  every  other  national 
church  in  those  ages,  was  one  member  of  that  great 
and  united  family  of  Christians,  of  which  the  bishop  of 
Rome  was  considered  as  the  spiritual  head  under 
Christ 

*  Job.  Sulg.  p.  7. 
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CHAPTER   I. 


The  object  of  the  *'  Comparative  View  of  the  Two  Churches  of  En- 
gland and  Rome." — Dr.  Marsh's  opinion  of  scripture  and  tradition. 
— His  reasoning  examined. — His  charges  against  Bossuot. — His 
explanation  of  Z  Thes.  ii.  1 5. — His  opinion  of  the  instability  of  tra- 
dition,— and  of  the  difficulty  of  knowing  it,  when  we  find  it, — 
refuted. 


xHOUGH  it  may  be  fairly  presumed  that,  in  the 
controversy  between  the  church  of  Rome  and  the  mo* 
dem  church  of  England,  every  important  argument 
has  long  since  been  pre-occupied  and  exhausted ;  yet 
new  advocates  are  daily  brought  forward,  who  claim  in 
their  turn  the  attention  of  the  public,  and  present  the 
old  matter  belonging  to  their  predecessors  under  a 
new,  and  sometimes  a  more  engaging  form.  Among 
these  may  be  numbered  a  scholar  of  great  biblical  ce- 
lebrity, the  Margaret'professor  of  divinity  in  the  uni- 
versity of  Cambridge.  If  Dr.  Marsh,  by  proposing  to 
distribute  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer  with  the  Bible, 
was  thought  to  betray  a  secret  leaning  to  the  arbitrary 
principles  of  popery  :  his  ''  Comparative  View  of  the 
Churches  of  England  and  Rome,"  must  completely 
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wipe  away  the  injurious  imputation.  In  this  long  and 
laboured  performance,  he  undertakes  to  examine  the 
doctrine  and  policj^  of  the  two  churches ;  Ist,  as  to  the 
foundation  of  their  respective  creeds ;  2d,  as  to  the 
establishment  of  church  ceremonies ;  and  3d,  as  to  the 
exercise  of  church  authority.  On  all  these  points  be 
professes  to  shew,  as  it  was  meet  he  should,  that  the 
church  of  England  acts  on  rational,  tol^raiit,  and  scrip- 
tural grounds,  while  the  conduct  of  the  church  of 
Rome  has  been  repugnant  to  the  inspired  word  of  Ck>d, 
and  to  the  natural  liberty  of  man. 

As  the  writer  of  these  pages  has  not  the  inclination, 
so  neither  has  he  the  leisure,  to  discuss  this  variety  of 
subjects.  Of  the  three  parts  into  which  the  **  Compa« 
rative  View"  has  been  divided,  he  wishes  to  confine 
himself  to  the  first,  the  ground  work  of  the  oth&c  two. 
Nor  would  he  even  notice  that,  did  he  not  feel  anxious 
to  direct  the  attention  of  Dr.  Marsh  and  his  associates, 
to  a  question,  which  has  firequently  been  offered  to 
their  consideration ;  but,  by  some  ratality,  has  abnost^' 
always  escaped  their  memory.  In  examining:  -die  ' 
sources  from  which  the  two  churches  profess  to  derive  ' 
their  respective  creeds,  occasion  will  be  offered  to 
inquire,  whether  the  reformers,  by  rejecting  the  autho- 
rity of  tradition,  have  not  in  effect  destroyed  the  au- 
thority of  scripture,  taken  away  the  security  of  religious 
belief;  and  undermined  the  very  foundations  of  Chris- 
tianity. This,  certainly,  is  a  subject  not  undeserving 
of  attention. 

The  three  first  chapters  of  the  "  Comparative  View," 
consist  of  preliminary  matter,  of  definitions  and  quo- 
tations. These,  with  much  parade  of  research,  are 
spread  over  more  than  fifty  pages ;  while  the  informa- 
tion which  they  convey,  might  have  been  comprised  in 
less  than  fifty  lines.  We  are  successively  led  to  the 
council  of  Trent,  to  Beilarmine,  and  Delanogue  on  the 
one  side,  and  to  the  articles  and  homilies  of  the  church 
of  England  on  the  other :  from  the  first  we  are  taught, 
what  every  reader  knew  before,  that  the  church  of 
Rome  admits  the  authority  of  both  scripture  and  tradi- 
tion ;  from  the  latter,  what  is  equally  well  ascertained, 
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that  the  church  of  England  professes  to  admit  the  au- 
thority of  scripture  only,  and  to  reject  the  authority  of 
tradition.  The  writer  of  these  sheets  will  not  presume 
to  lay  a  tax  equally  heavy  and  unnecessary  on  the 
patience  of  his  readers.  He  will  therefore  dismiss  the 
introductory  chapters  of  Dr.  Marsh  with  a  single  ob- 
servation, that  Catholics,  though  they  admit  both 
scripture  and  tradition,  do  not  consider  them  a»  inde- 
pendent sources  of  doctrine.  They  revere  them  both 
indeed,  because  both  emanate  from  the  same  holy 
spirit.  But  they  know,  and  experience  has  fully 
proved  it,  that  the  written  word  is  of  itself  a  dead  letter, 
unable  to  explain  its  own  meaning ;  that  it  may  be 
made  to  spes^  any  language,  which  suits  the  capriee 
or  the  convenience  of  its  readers ;  and  that  it  has  been 
profanely  wrested  by  innovators  and  fanatics,  to  sup- 
port doctrines  the  most  impious  and  contradictory.  If 
then  the  scripture  be  a  rule  of  faith,  they  contend,  that, 
to  be  securely  so^  it  must  be  expounded  according  to 
the  unwritten  word,  of  which,  no  less  than  of  the 
written  word,  the  church  of  God  has  been  appointed 
"  the  witness  and  the  keeper"  by  its  divine  founder. 

In  his  fourth  chapter,^Dr.  Marsh  enters  on  the  real 
merits  pf  the  question.  Is  the  scripture  alone  the  rule 
of  our  faith,  as  is  taught  by  the  church  of  England ; 
or  are  we  to  add  tradition  to  the  scripture,  as  is  taught 
by  the  church  of  Home  ?  There  is  no  point  in  the 
controversy  between  the  two  churches  which  involves 
greater  interests,  or  demands  more  dispassionate  in- 
quiry. If  it  can  be  shewn,  that  tradition,  or  the  un- 
written word,  has  no  authority,  then  will  the  church 
of  England  have  an  equal  chance  with  any  other  re- 
formed  church,  of  being  in  the  right :  if  it  cannot,  then 
will  they  all  be  necessarily  in  the  wrong.  On  this 
question,  therefore.  Dr.  Marsh  shall  express  his  senti- 
ments in  his  own  words.  The  extract  will  appeaif 
long ;  but  the  apology  for  its  length  will  be  found  in 
the  importance  of  the  subject.  Had  his  reasoning  been 
abridged,  a  suspicion  might  have  arisen,  that  it  had 
been  misrepresented. 
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^  The  inquiry/'  says  he,  ''  ^ich  we  itre  about  fb 
institute,  wul  be  coducted  in  the  most  inteltigible 
maimet,  by  making  BoiMntiet*s  chapter  upon  scAriptarci 
and  tradition,  the  kuh  of  that  iiMquiry.  And  no  Ifto- 
nttnist  ean  object  tb  it,  as  Bossuet  is  universally  htrikfaft 
by  than  in  the  hi^est  estimation.  In  that  chapl^; 
which  is  tile  sl^venteeiith  in  his  '  Exposition  or  tbH 
*  CMAftflic  Faith,'  says  Boasuet,  VJestis  Ghiist  hatFihgf 
^^hak  tile  fotindation  of  his  church  by  preadiitig^  thif 
^^U9ii^)p^fa$  wbM  was  consebuentiy*  tiie  jSrt^  rule  df 
;  ObriMilinity ;  and  when  the  writings  of  4jie  !Ke# 
^'IF^itatileitt  wi^re  added  to  it,  its  authority^  wari  nM 
^'Jb^fflited  oil  that  account,  which  mcdces  tm  tefiOH 
^witii  ^effMl  veneration,  all  that  has  been  taugltt  H 
^tibie  atomties,  whethet  in  witiMg  at  by  WiMrd  of  ^MttC* 
^<  Whici  St.  Pattl  «x]^ressly  recotamends  t6  the  ThftMi-^ 
Mmdiiiia/'  Here  no  oae  will  4efiy  tiiat  Jeaus  CMH 
laid  the'ibttnd&tim  of  his  church  by  poaching.  >  Ifttf 
CiUi  we'dbiy  that  the  unwritten  wwd  v^as  the  J8n»  wlr 
bf  Chrnitiaility .  As  nothing  was  r^orded^  at  iMistltt 
tfUr  knovdedge,  during  the  Ine  of  bin-  Saviour,  tlia>  dw^ 
triiiea<which  Le  tau&fht  were,  during  thatpetiad,  db  mui] 
Airini  traditiam.  And  divine  traditions  they 
till  they  were  recorded  in  the  gospels.  Again,  as  se- 
veral years  probably  elapsed  after  the  apostles  had 
begun  to  teach  under  the  guidance  of  the  holy  spirit, 
before  they  committed  their  doctrines  to  writing,  thA 
doctrines  which  they  taught  during  that  period  were 
so  many  apostolical  traditions.  And  apostolical  tradi- 
tions they  remained,  till  they  were  recorded  in  the 
apostolical  epistles.  We  may  safely  admits  therefore, 
that  tradition,  or  the  unwritten  word,  was  the^rstrute 
of  Christianity.  The  argument  proceeds,  that  when 
the  writings  of  the  New  Testament  were  added  to  it,  ill 
authority  was  not  forfeited  on  that  account.  Now  this 
jargument,  which  is  employed  by  other  writers  on  th« 
same  subject,  is  supposed  to  establish  the  authority 
ascribed  by  the  church  of  Rome  to  the  unwritten  word. 
For  since  it  cannot  be  denied,  that  this  was  the  Jirst 
rule  of  Christianity,  the  authority  which  is  acknow- 
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ledged  to  have  been  then  due  to  it,  does  not  immediately 
appear  to  have  been  actually  cancelled  by  the  circum* 
stapce  that  another  authority  was  placed  by  the  side 
of  it.  Yet,  if  we  examine  the  argument  a  little  more 
closely^  we  shall  find  that  it  carries  with  it  its  own  con-* 
futation.  For  it  secretly  implies  a  point  to  be  proved, 
and  is  therefore  nothing  better  than  a  peiitio  principii^ 
When  they  say,  that  the  writings  of  the  New  Testa* 
meat  -w eve  added  to  the  unwritten  word,  the  very  term 
*  added,'  implies  such  a  difference  between  the  things 
theibselves,  as  tacitly  affords  a  foimdation  for  their 
future  superstructure.  On  the  supposition,  that  the 
whole  of  the  unwritten  word  was  afterwards  recorded 
in  the  New  Testament,  there  would  be  an  absurdity  in 
saying  that  the  New  Testament  was  added  ta  it  This 
very  term,  therefore,  artfully  implies,  that  a  part  at  least 
of  God's  word  was  not  recorded  in  the  New  Testament* 
But  this  is  a  point  which  the  Romanists  cannot  take 
for  granted,  when  they  are  arguing  with  those  who  in- 
variably deny  it.  At  the  very  dawn  of  the  Reforma- 
tion, both  Luther  and  Melancthon  rejected  tradition  as 
a  rule  of  faith,  because  they  were  convinced  that  the 
u^cle  of  God's  word  was  contained  in  the  scripture  or 
the  written  word."* 

.  What  impression  the  perusal  of  this  passage  may 
have  made  on  the  reader's  mind,  I  will  not  pretend  t^ 
divine.  For  myself,  I  will  own,  that  I  was  disap- 
pointed. From  the  solemnity  of  the  introduction  I  had 
been  led  to  expect  some  very  cogent  argument,  some 
express  declaration  from  the  word  of  God,  that  the 
scripture,  to  the  exclusion  of  tradition,  was  the  only 
rule  of  Christianity.  Such  at  least  would  have  been 
the  manner  in  which  a  writer,  adopting  the  principles 
of  the  '*  Comparative  View,"  and  confident  in  their 
accuracy,  would  naturally  have  proceeded.  If  Dr. 
Marsh  has  not  done  so,  because  he  was  conscious  that 
he  could  not,  that  consciousness  alone  might  have 
taught  him  to  doubt  the  truth  of  his  own  doctrine. 
What  then  has  he  done  ?    Why,  nothing  to  the  pur- 

•  Comparative  View,  p.  61-»-63» 
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fiote:  InBtead  of  proTing  his  olvn  uiteitioii  ^^ 
ment,  he  has  friflra^  away  his  time  in  an  JtaMMMft 
attempt  to  shew,  that  a  ]>ateage,  which  he  hu  MmMA 
from  Bossuet,  is  a  ])etitio  principii*  Now,  Were  ihin 
to  be  allow^  him;  still  we  snould  not  foe  aidHranced  bub 
9tep  in  ^e  controversj.  A  logical  error  in  an  advoeilte 
is  bot  a  4ecisiye  proofof  the  badness  of  his  oaose.'  Dft 
Mush  must  adduce  some  positive  argument  in  hk  owk 
faTOUr,  before  he  can  demonstrate  that  scri^tfure  alOOA 
is  the  rule  of  Christian  faith.  ^  But— 

.  l8t»  Thoudi  heis  atliberty  to  select  an  eaitraot  imif 
BMmfiUs  ^' llzfiosition,''  as  the  basia  of  hia  inqnify^ 
yet  let  me  ask  by  what  right  hereabona  cm  the  sttf^ 
skictat  that  these  half  a  dozen  linea  contain^  not  d^ 
the  doctrine,  but  also  the  ai^uments  of  Catholics*  -  w 
mustknow the diffisrence between.^a  mere  statemaMt 
and  aTin^cation,  of  doctrine*;  nor  can  he  be  %iM>* 
rant  that  the  chapter  in  Bossuet  ia  of  the  fimner,  fend 
not  of  tile  latter  aescription.        ■■^■.i,-  M<\i^ 

<  2d.  If  Dr..  Marsh  really  flatters  himself  liiatlia  lib 
discorered  a  petitio  priudpii-in  the  words  dfBossMM; 
I  envy  him  not  hia  powers  of  discernment.  ThcMili 
no  •*  artful  implication  of  a  point  to  be  proved,**  in  ^ 
passage  alluded  to.^  The  Bishop  of  Meaux  did,  in- 
deed, say,  that  the  written  had  been  joined  to  the  aiK 
written  word.  *'  Lorsque  les  Ventures  du  notiveaa 
testament  y  ont  €ti  jointesJ'  But  what  could  he  say  I 
He  was  speaking,  not  of  the  nature  of  the  doctrine^ 
but  of  the  vehicles  by  which  it  was  conveyed,  the  iuh 
written  and  the  written  word.  Dr.  Marsh  himself  ae- 
knowledges  that  the  unwritten  word  was  the  first 
rule :  of  course  the  second  rule  must  have  foUo^^ 
the  first.  Unless  then  he  pretend,  that,  at  the  pab* 
lication  of  the  scriptures,  all  recollection  of  unwnttea 
doctrine  was  effaced  from  the  minds  of  the  disciirfes; 
he  also  must  say  that  the  one  was  **  added"  or  **joitf^ 
ed"  to  the  other. 

3d.  But  since  Protestants  maintain  that  the  whole 
of  the  uawritten  is  contained  in  the  written  word,  how, 
it  is  asked,  can  Catholics  take  the  contrary  for  grant- 
ed ?    In  reasoning  with  an  adversary,  you  cannot,  ia- 
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deed^argue  from  what  he  denies,  as  if  he  had  already  ad^ 
mitted  it :  but  in  stating  your  own  opinions,  as  Bossuet 
did,  it  is  not  only  your  right,  it  is  your  duty  to  state 
tbem  fairly,  wheliier  your  adversary  admit  them  or 
not.  But  here  let  me  ask,  with  whom  on  the  present 
subject  the  onus  probandi  lies,  with  the  Catholic  or 
the  protestant  ?  The  unwritten  word,  it  is  agreed,  on 
uU  hands,  was  originally  in  the  possession  of  autho- 
rity. Luther,  and  Melancthon,  and  Dr.  Marsh,  come 
forward ;  they  assert,  that  its  authority  was  cancelled 
on  the  appearance  of  the  written  word ;  and  assign, 
as  a  reason,  that  the  whole  of  the  former  was  recorded 
in  the  latter.  But  are  we  to  believe  this  to  be  the 
fact,  on  their  unsupported  assertion?  Is  it  not  for 
them  to  adduce  their  proofs.?  Let  them  do  so.  Till 
they  have  done  it,  the  unwritten  word,  according  to 
the  laws  of  reasoning,  may  be  supposed  in  full  posses* 
sion  of  its  original  authority. 

Perhaps  the  reader  will  expect,  that,  after  this  pre- 
liminary skirmish.  Dr.  Marsh  will  boldly  come  for- 
ward, and  meet  his  enemy  with  all  his  force*  No : 
whatever  strength  he  has,  it  is  carefully  concealed* 
Bossuet,  in  his  statement,  had  alluded  to  2  Thessalo* 
nians,  ii.  15,  and  this  has  furnished  Dr.  Marsh  with 
aa  opportunity  of  reading  us  a  long  lecture,  in  which 
Ike  interprets  the  passage,  and  then  infers  that  it  does 
not  prove  that  for  which  it  was  alleged.*    The  inter- 

g rotation  I  shall  notice  presently;  the  inference  is 
unded  on  misapprehension.  Supposing  that  the  tes- 
timony of  St.  Paul  was  adduced  to  prove  the  present 
existence  of  apostolical  traditions,  he  asks  how  it  can 
he  shewn  that  the  traditions  of  which  the  apostle 
i^poke,  had  not  been  already,  or  were  not  afterwards  re- 
x^orded  in  the  other  epistles.  But  the  Bishop  of  Meaux 
did  not  assert  that  the  traditions,  of  which  the  apostle 
apoke,  are,  or  are  not  in  actual  existence.  That  waef 
another  question.  His  object  was  only  to  shew,  that 
St.  Paul  exacted  the  same  submission  to  his  doctrine, 
whether  it  were  delivered  by  word  of  mouth,  or  were 

^Comparative  View,  p.^64. 66. 
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committed  to  wrifiag.  "Nous  recevons  avec  unb 
pareille  veneration  tout  ce  qui  a  ^t6  enseigne  par  les 
apdtres,  soit  par  ecrit,  soit  de  vive  voix,  selon  que  St. 
Paul  n^me  I'a  express^ment  declare,  2  Thess.  ii.  15.'^ 
And  that  he  was  borne  out  in  this  opinion  by  the  text 
itself^  will  be  evident  to  the  dispassionate  reader. 
^'  Therefore,  brethren,  stand  fast,  and  hold  the  tradi* 
tions  which  ye  have  been  taught,  whether  by  word  or 
our  epistle." 

If  then  I  notice  the  interpretation,  which  is  given 
of  this  passage  in  the  •*  Comparative  View,*'  it  is  not 
to  vindicate  Bossuet,  but  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
reader  to  the  freedoms  which  the  reformed  divines 
are  accustomed  to  use  with  their  only  rule  of  faitb, 
and  the  temerity  with  which  they  substitute  their  own 
conjectures  for  the  infallible  word  of  the  Almighty. 
That  the  command  of  '^holding  traditions,"  should 
sound  rather  gratingly  to  an  orthodox  ear,  is  natural 
enough :  and  it  would  certainly  be  convenient  to  ex- 
change it  for  an  expression  which  savours  less  of  the 
corruption  of  popery.  With  this  view.  Dr.  Marsh  de- 
serts the  authorized  version  of  his  church,  and  has  i^ 
course  to  the  Greek  text.  He  there  finds  the  word 
wa$a^o<T*ff,  and  taking  it  with  him,  goes  in  search  of  some 
passage,  in  which  it  may  signify  any  other  thing  than 
the  tradition  of  doctrine.  Fortunately,  he  discovers, 
that  in  2  Thess,  iii,  6,  it  regards  discipline,  and  may 
be  translated  direction.  The  question  is  instantly  de- 
cided ;  whatever  be  the  object  or  the  language  of  the 
apostle  in  the  contested  passage,  'Bx«§aJo(r*j  shall  there 
also  mean  directiouy  and  the  heteredox  phrase  oi 
'^  holding  traditions"  shall  no  longer  offend  the  eyes  of 
Protestant  readers.*    Not  that  I  mean  to  accuse  Dr. 

*  Comp.  View,  63—66.  Dr.  M.  appears  to  set  a  high  value  on  tWs 
interpretation.  He  afterwards  (p.  120)  refers  to  it  as  an  instance  of  the 
advantage  to  be  derived  from  appealing  to  the  original  teact,  a  privilege 
of  which  ho  pretends  that  Catholic  divines  have  been  deprived  by  the 
council  of  Trent.  Of  the  value  of  his  interpretation,  the  recuier  must 
be  the  judge :  as  to  the  practice  of  appealing  to  the  origiwals,  Catholic 
divines  employ  it  as  well  as  Protestant.  That  it  was  prohibited  by  the 
second  decree,  made  at  the  fourth  session  of  the  council  of  Trent,  b  a 
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Marsh  of  any  intention  to  misinterpret  the  scripture : 
but  if  he  analyze  the  workings  of  his  own  mind,  he 
will,  I  suspect,  discover,  that  his  new  explication  ori- 
ginated in  a  secret  wish  to  get  rid  of  that  impudent 
word,  tradition.  Now,  reader,  if  you  think  it  worth 
your  while  to  peruse  the  second  and  third  chapters  of 


fiction  of  ancient  date,  the  repetition  of  which,  hj  Dr.  Marsh,  cannot 
but  excite  surprise.  The  decree  neither  mentions  the  originals  express- 
ly, nor  alludes  to  them  remotely.  If  the  sixth  of  the  English  articles 
"  allows  by  its  very  silence  an  appeal  to  the  inspired  originals,  (Corn-* 
par.  View,  p.  112),'*  it  may  equally  be  inferred  fiom  the  silence  of  the 
council,  that  it  also  allows  an  appeal  to  the  same  originals.  Its  pro- 
visions are  confined  exclusively  to  translations,  and  those  too  published 
in  the  Latin  language  previously  to  the  issuing  of  the  decree :  *'  Ex 
omnibus  Latinis  editionibus,  quae  circumferuntury  saororum  libroram, 
qusnam  pro  authentica  habenda  sit."  Out  of  these  translations,  it  de-> 
termines  which  for  the  future  shall  be  deemed  authentic^  that  is,  approved 
by  competent  authority.  This  is  exactly  what  the  church  of  England 
bas  done  in  respect  to  the  many  English  translations.  That  church 
has  chosen  a  new,  for  its  authorized,  version.  The  Catliolic  church, 
hieing  an  old  church,  chose  an  old  version  for  the  same  purpose: 
^  Vetus  ct  vulgata  editio,  quae  longo  tot  saeculorum  usu  in  ipsa  ecclesia 
probata  est."  And  tWe  was  much  fairness  in  it.  A  new  version  (so 
powerful  is  the  influence  of  system  over  the  judgment)  might  be  made^ 
even  unintentionally,  to  favour  new  opinions ;  but  a  version,  published 
oeoturies  before  the  rise  of  the  controversy  between  the  church  of  Rome 
and  the  reformers,  could  not  be  suspected  of  any  such  bias.  It  was 
therefore  decreed,  that  the  Latin  vulgate  should  be  taken  forithe  autho- 
rized version  of  the  Catholic  church,  in  public  lectures,  disputations,, 
sormons,  and  expositions;  that  is,  on  all  public  occasions  in  which  an 
authed^ed  version  is  necessary :  **  In  publicis  lectionibus,  disputatioiw 
ibu9,  praedicationibus  et  expositionibus  pro  authentica  habeatur  C  and, 
that  no  one  should,  on  any  pretence,  presume  to  reject  it :  **  Et  ut  nemo 
illarta  rejicere  quovis  praetextu  audeat  vel  prsBsumat.'^  Now,  Dr-  Marsh, 
j^  translating  this  last  passage,  has  contrived,  unintentionally,  no  doubt, 
by  the  insertion  of  an  unauthorized  word,  to  convert  the  prohibition  of 
rejecting  the  Latin  vulgate  in  general,  into  a  prohibition  of  rejecting  any 
particular  passage  in  it.  ''  Let  no  one  presume  to  reiect  the  decision 
of  the  Latin  vulgate,  under  any  pretence  whatsoever.'  (p.  119.)  A 
T6iy  slight  acquaintance  with  Catholic  literature  will  shew,  that  such 
itt^ot  the  meaning  of  the  decree.  Many  passages  in  the  vulgato  hnvcf 
heen  aince  corrected  by  authority:  Catholic  divines  have  repeatedly^ 
tcanslated  the  originals ;  they  are  in  the  constant  habit  of  recurring  to 
the  origuials  for  the  improvement  and  correction  of  passages  in  the  vul- 
gate, and  in  this  coufitry,  Catholic  controvertists  seldom  quote  from  the 
TulgfLteatalli  they  generally  quote  from  the  version  of  the  English 
«burcb«     :    »  ^ 


the  Second  Epistle  to  the  Thessalonians,  you  will 
soon  be  enabled  to  judge  of  the  merit  of  this  very  im- 
portant discovery.  na^«T^(  signifies  direction  in  the 
third  chapter.  Granted :  but  must  it  then  signify  di- 
rection in  every  other  passage  ?  If  the  apostle  were 
speaking,  not  of  discipline,  but  of  doctrine,  would  it 
not  then  mean  the  traditmi  of  doctrine  ?  Now,  this  is 
exactly  the  present  case.  The  two  chapters  treat  of 
quite  different  matters.  The  second  regards  nothing 
but  doctrine ;  the  third  is  confined  to  discipline,  hi 
the  second,  St.  Paul  warns  his  disciples  against /a/jc 
teachers:  "Let  no  man  deceive  you  by  any  meaus." 
In  the  third,  against  men  of  covetous  and  disorderly 
conduct:  "Withdraw  yourselves  from  every  brother 
that  walketh  disorderly  :"  in  the  second,  after  remind- 
ing them  of  what  he  had  said  to  them  on  former  occa- 
sions, he  adds,  "  therefore  stand  fast,  and  hold  the  tra- 
ditions (nrajaSKn.!)  which  ye  have  been  taught,  whether 
by  word  or  our  epistle  :"  in  the  third,  after  calling  lo 
their  recollection  his  own  cmiduct  among  them,  he 
adds,  that  the  man  who  does  otherwise,  "  walketh  not 
after  the  direction  (wa^iJocn.)  which  he  receives  from  us." 
The  same  distinction  is  clearly  pointed  out  by  the  pre- 
cision of  the  apostles  language.  In  one  chapter  he 
speaks  of  holing  traditions;  in  the  other,  of  walking 
after  directions :  in  the  one,  of  traditions  which  the 
Thessalonians  had  been  taught ;  in  the  other,  of  dirtC' 
iion  said  to  have  been  received.  To  me  then  nothio^ 
can  appear  more  plain,  than  that  in  the  first  paasa^ 
we  are  to  understand  the  tradition  of  doctrine,  and  tlat 
to  expound  it  by  the  second,  is  to  pervert  die  real 
meaning  of  the  apostle. 

Having  explained  this  passage  from  the  second 
Epistle  to  the  Thessalonians  in  an  orthodox  sense,  Dr. 
Marsh  proceeds  to  iavour  us  with  his  conjectures  OQ. 
the  subject  of  tradition.  He  thinks  it  "  extrem^. 
improbable  that  an  all-wise  Providence,  imparting  ft 
new  revelation  to  mankind,  would  suffer  any  dodrim 
or  article  o^  faith  to  be  transmitted  tl^ppsterity  by  itf 
precarious  a  vehicle  as  that  of  oral  tradition,  ^iclfs 
of  faith  are  objects  only  of  inward  sense,  and  must  toi* 
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avoidably y  when  transmitted  only  from  mouth  to  mouthy 
undergo,  in  a  very  short  period^  material  alterations."* 
It  may  be  sufficient  to  reply,  that  conjecture  is  a  very 
unsafe  foundation  for  a  system  of  religious  belief.  We 
are  but  incompetent  judges  what  measures  it.  is  proba- 
ble or  improbable,  that  the  wisdom  of  the  Almighty 
would  pursue.  Dr.  Marsh  founds  his  objection  on  the 
unavoiaable  alteration,  which  traditionary  doctrine  must 
undergo.  But  is  alteration  unavoidable?  Could  Al- 
mighty Wisdom  devise  no  means  of  preventing  it  ?  He 
has  himself  told  us  from  Dr.  Tomline,  that  **the  ge- 
neral superintendance  of  the  Holy  Spirit  prevented  the 
writers  of  the  scriptures  from  registering  any  material 
error." t  Could  not  the  superintendance  of  the  same 
Holy  Spirit  also  prevent  the  great  body  of  pastors  from 
ever  corrupting  the  unwritten  word  by  any  **  material 
alteration?"  Evidently  it  could:  and  what  is  more, 
if  Catholics  may  be  allowed,  as  well  as  Protestants,  to 
understand  the  scriptures,  it  ought.  For  our  blessed 
Lord  has  promised  to  Peter,  that  the  gates  of  hell 
should  not  prevail  against  his  church ;  and,  when  he 
sent  the  apostles  to  teach  all  nations,  has  added,  that 
he  would  be  with  them  himself  always,  even  unto  the 
end  of  the  world.  J 

♦  Comparative  View,  p.  67. 

t  Illustration  of  the  hypothesis,  &c.  p.  33. 

X  JMatt*  xvi.  18.  xxviii.  20.  Dr.  Marsh  has  very  candidly  proved 
(p.  213),  that  the  words  in  the  first  of  these  passages,  **'  Thou  art  Peter, 
and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church,  *  must  mean,  '^  Thou  art 
rockhj  name,  and  shalt  be  rock  indeed:  for  on  thee,"  &c.  May  I 
lecomraend  this  opinion  of  Dr.  Marsh  to  the  notice  of  the  Bishop  of  St 
David's,  one  of  those  who,  as  Dr.  Marsh  observes,  **  have  taken  such 
unsuccessful  pains  to  shew,  that  our  Saviour,  under  the  word  rocA:,  did  • 
not  understand  St.  Peter**  See  a  work  by  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's, 
intitled,  '*  Christ,  and  net  Peter,  the  rock  0'  and  an  answer  to  it,  under 
the  title  of  '*  Examination  of  certain  Opinions  advanced  by  the  Right 
Rev.  Dr.  Burgess,"  (&c.  But  is  it  not  singular,  that  the  agitation  of 
the  Catholic  Question  should  have  renewed  a  controversy,  which  the 
good  sense  of  Protestant  writers  had  long  ago  abandoned  ?  Many  im- 
potent attempts  have  lately  been  made  to  call  in  question  the  fact  of  St«, 
Peter  having  ever  been  at  Rome.  Now,  how  does  the  case  stand?  On 
the  one  side  we  ^retold,  that  neither  St.  Luke  in  the  Acts  of  ifae  Apoi* 
ties,  nor  St.  Paul  in  his  Epistles,  ever  mention  St.  t'oter  as  resi^ng  at 
Rome.    But  this  is  meiely  a  negative  argument:  and  to  be  of  any 
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To  shew,  however,  the  little  reliance  that  can  he 
placed  on  such  conjectural  reasoning,  I  will,  for  a  mo- 
weight,  it  should  be  shewn,  1st,  that  if  St.  Peter  ever  was  at  Rome,  it 
must  hd.ve  been  at  the  times  alluded  to  in  these  writings ;  and  2d,  if  he 
were  there  then,  that  he  must  of  necessity  have  been  mentioned  io 
them.  On  the  other  side,  it  is  asserted,  that  oveiy  ancient  writer,  who 
has  noticed  the  labours  and  death  of  St.  Peter,  has  either  expiesBJ^ 
mentioned,  or  evidently  supposed,  his  preaching  at  Rome ;  and  that 
not  one  of  them  all  has  used  an  expression  which  can  throw  any  doubt 
on  the  fact.  How  does  Dr.  Marsh  get  rid  of  such  authority  T  He 
owns  that  Irenaeus  says,  the  church  of  Rome  was  founded  by  the  apoi- 
tles,  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul :  but  then  Irenaeus  also  calls  it  a  most  an- 
cient church,  '*'  antiquissima  ecclesia."  Now  this  epithet,  he  contends, 
/'  directly  contradicts  the  account  given  in  the  Acts  relative  to  the 
church  of  Jerusalem,"  (for  St.  Peter  preached  at  Jerusalem  long  before 
he  could  visit  Rome) ;  of  course,  so  *'  palpable  a  falsehood  destroys  ihe 
credit  of  Irenaeus :  and  also  of  other  writers,  who,  when  they  mentioned 
St.  Peter  as  at  Rome,  ^*  probably  depended  on  his  authority,"  (p.  208. 
210).  It  is  really  painful  to  notice  such  reasoning.  Hut  Dr.  Manh 
himself  informs  us,  that  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  and  TertalliaD,  were 
contemporary  with  Irenaeus.  What  then  is  their  testimony  ?  ClemeH 
says,  that  the  occasion  of  writing  St.  Mark's  gospel,  was  ^' when  St  Pe- 
ter preached  the  word  publicly  in  Rome."  (Apud.  £us.  Hist  E^cd.  1.  vi. 
c.  14).  Could  he  derive  this  information  nom  the  lying  frenaetiv  ?  No: 
for  Irenaus  gives  a  different  account,  (Id.  v.  8).  TertulKan  says,  that 
Peter  was  crucified  at  Rome.  Ista  quam  felix  ecclesia,  coi  totam  doe- 
trinam  apostoli  cum  sanguine  sno  profiiderunt :  nbi  Petnis  passioni  do- 
minicae  adaequatur ;  ubi  Paulus,  <&c.  (De  Praescrip.  p.  215.  Par.  I675). 
Was  he  also  deceived  by  the  lying  Irenaeus  ?  But  he  relates  particulars^ 
which  Irenaeus  has  not  mentioned.  Origen  was  the  scholar  of  Clemens. 
He  tells  us,  that  Peter  was  crucified  at  Rome  with  his  heatd  downwards. 
£«  teXei  a>  Pttjuiti  yvto^ixtoi  eutaffnokyieiv^m  xora  xi^Xti?.  (Tom.  iii.  in  Gen. 
apud.  Euseb.  1.  iii.  c.  1).  Could  Origen  derive  this  information  fiom 
Irenaeus  ?  But,  perhaps,  he  also  is  undeserving  of  credit ;  for  he  has 
been  guilty  of  the  aame  *'  palpable  falsehood.^*  He  has  applied  the 
epithet  **  most  ancient*^  to  the  church  of  Rome,  which  be  was  anxious 
to  visit :  EV^a/iAEyo;  rtiy  a^x^auolotiw  Pw/A«t«y  voCKncnw  i^uf,  (Apud.  Euseb. 
1.  vL  c.  14).  Ignatius  of  Antioch,  at  least,  could  not  have  been  de- 
ceived by  Irenaeus,  for  he  suffered  death  before  the  close  of  the  first  centoiy. 
Yet  he  evidently  supposes  Peter  to  have  preached  at  Ronie.  Request- 
ing a  favour  from  the  Romans,  he  says,  he  does  not  presume  to  com- 
mand them  as  Peter  and  Paul  did :  lor  they  were  apostles*  Ov;^  m^ 
Tltl^  xeu  IlavXof  iio/raavofJMi  vfuu     (Cotel.  Pat.  Apost.  tom.  iL  p.  ^*) 

And  Clemens,  a  still  more  ancient  writer,  though,  as  Dr*  Marsh  ob- 
serves, he  does  not  mention  where  St.  Peter  suffered,  plainly  gives  us  to 
undeistand,  that  it  was  at  Rome.  For  he  writes  a  letter  from  Rome, 
mentions  the  examples  of  constancy  lately  given  by  the  apoeties,  and 
then  describes  the  sufferings  and  death,  first  of  St  Peter,  and  next  of 
St.  Paul.  The  latter,  it  is  admitted,  suffered  at  Rome,  so  iheh  iii 
ttie  former. 
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ment,  suppose  it  to  be  well-founded.  The  consequence 
will  be,  that  the  writing  of  the  scriptures  has  prevented 
the  original  doctrine  of  the  unwritten  word  from  under^ 
going  any  material  alteration.     For  it  would  be  like 
blasphemy  to  assert,  that  the  wisdom  of  Gt)d  had 
made  choice  of  any  measure  totally  inadequate  to  effect 
its  puroose.    Let  us  then  put  this  conjecture  to  the 
test.    The  scriptures  were  intended  to  prevent  any 
material  alteration  of  the  unwritten  word.    Have  they 
done  so?     1st.  During  eight  centuries  before  the  Re* 
formation,  the  whole  christian  world  was  plunged  in 
the  most  damnable  idolatry  and  superstition*  At  least. 
Dr.  Marsh  will  say  so ;    for  it  is  the  doctrine  of  his 
church  in  its  homilies.    The  fact  then  will  be,  that  for 
eight  hundred  years  the  scriptures  failed  of  producing 
the  very  effect  for  which  they  were:  written.    2d.  Has 
the  case  been  bettered  since  the  Reformation  ?  No :  the 
belief  of  this  principle,  that  the  scriptures  alone  are  the 
rule  of  faith^  has  divided  its  follower!  into  numberless 
sects,  has  multiplied  error,  and  has  tak^n  away  reli^ 
gious  certainty.     That  it  has  produced  numbeliete 
Mcts,  is  evident  from  the  history  of  the  reformed 
chnrches :  that  it  has  multiplied  error,  .is  equally  cent 
tfdh ;  for  all  these  sects  differ  from  each  dther  on  dooA 
trinal  grounds ;  and,  consequently,  Ainbe  truth  cannot 
be  at  variance  with  itself,  they  must  among  theot  teacfh 
a  great  variety  of  errors ;  and  that  it  has  tiaken  away 
all  religious  certainty,  will  result  from  the  want  of  any 
nile  or  authority  to  determine  between  them.   .  I^t  us 
suppose,  for  example,  that  you  have  searched  the 
scriptures  for  your  own  satisfaction ;  that,  after  a  long 
and  dispassionate  inquiry,  you  have  made  your  selec- 
tion of  one  of  the  reformed  creeds  in  preference  to  the 
rest   Still,  what  security  can  you  enjoy  ?   Other  men, 
as  sincere  as  yourself,  blessed  with  equal  talents,  cmd 
not  inferior  in  judgment,  have  made  a  similar  inquiry, 
and  have  come  to  a  totally  opposite  result.     Wliat 
reason  have  you  to  believe  that  you  alohe  are  right, 
and  that  they  are  wrong  ?    It  is  evident  that^.  if  th0 
scriptures  were  written  for  no  other  purpose  thai^to 
preserve  the  true  knowledge  of  Christ  s  doctrine^  tbeif 
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liavef{K)t  pfodaeed- ^^^  I  will,  therefiNre,  pre- 

bufeae  toQffiev  t6'Dn,Marsh's  <K^  extreoie 

-imbmbabillty,  tfaat  aiii  all-wise  Providence,  iAparting 
a^w  revelation  to  mankind,  skould  suffer  its-doctrines 
jbabe  transniitted  to  posterity,  by  so  treacherous'  a  ve^ 
lu^  as  a  written  document,  subject  to  the  ccMntradie* 
tdljr  interriietPttions'  bf  different  readers,  without  -ai^ 
fffoviirion  ibr  tite  determination  of  its  rebl  meanings  To 
me' it  appnears  that  this  conjecture  is  not  less  worthr 
of  his  Itotiee;  than  that  which  he  himself  haB  sv^gesteii 
'••  But  where,  it  is  asked,  can  be  the  use  of  apostoltcifl 
traditiaJos,  ^'  if  we  have  no  means'  of  knowing  them; 
wh^  we  find  thein.'^^  Evidently  in  that  casetl»f 
miist  be  useless  ra^id  a  similar  reason  haa'always  itt- 
diuedjm€[  to  believe,  that  in  the  reformed  system liie 
w^ptwes  are  ^pf  little  use^  becinise  in  that-  systub 
tfiiere'  »  iiot,*a8expenencehas^  shewn;  any  means  rf 
aAterteining  wiA  security;  what  is  the  true  sense  iif 
scripture:^  But  Dt.  Maiish  is  miittaken^  ifher-thkJi^ m 
h^'seemsto  do,' that;  in  order  to  di6c6r6r  the  trad^tieBi 
of  the  apofttiespif  is  "necestfaryttt  travd  through  iH 
the  works^^  iall  the  Mhers.f  Thali,irid.eed;  wo^ 
be  an 'arduous,  an  almost  endless  task:  and,  what  is 
worse,  as  their  writings,  no  less  than  the  inspired 
writings,  are  liable  to  different  interpretations,  we 
should,  perhaps,  at  the  end  of  our  labour,  find  our- 
selves as  far  from  certainty  of  doctrine,  as  are  at  the 
present  day  the  reformed  churches,  after  having 
sought,  during  almost  three  centuries,  the  true  doc- 
trine of  Christ  in  the  scriptures.  But  Catholics  are 
persuaded  that  there  is  a  much  shorter  and  a  more 
secure  way.   The  thirty-nine  articles  teach,  that  "  the 


.  •  Compaiative  View,  p.  68. 

t  On  tnis  subject  I  would  direct  the  attention  of  the  Protestant  reader 
to  a  most  useful  and  laborious  compilation,  under  the  title  of  '*  Tbe 
Faith  of  Catholics  confirmed  by  Scripture,  and  attested  by  the  Fath^ 
of  the  Five  first  Ages  of  the  Church.  London,  Booker,  1813."  The 
body  of  the  work  will  supply  him  with  testimonies  from  the  moie 
ancient  writers :  in  the  introduction  he  will  find  the  Catholic  doctrioe^ 
km  tradition  and  church  authmly/  ezpliuned  with  a  perspicuity  aad 
aiogimoe'  dbaraoteri^Ufr^iyf  Hi  aalhoiTr 
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church  is  a  witness  and  a  keeper  of  the  written  word :" 
Catholics  believe  that  the  church  is  also  a  witness 
and  a  keeper  of  the  unwritten  word :  that  God  has  ap- 
pointed her  to  transmit  both  to  succeeding  generations; 
and  that  from  her  doctrine  may  be  learned  both  the 
one  and  the  other.  This  I  am  aware  Dr.  Marsh  will 
be  disposed  to  deny.  He  may,  perhaps,  term  it  a 
petitio  principii.  But  it  is  sufficient,  in  this  stage  of 
the  controversy,  to  point  out  the  source  from  which 
the  Catholic  professes  to  receive  the  doctrines  of  the 
unwritten  word.  If  my  learned  adversary  think  he  can 
demonstrate  that  it  is  not  the  source  appointed  by 
Christ,  he  is  at  liberty  to  make  the  attempt. 

I  have  now  arrivea  at  the  conclusion  of  the  fourth 
chapter  of  the  "  Comparative  View,"  which  ought  to 
have  shewn,  that  the  existence  of  apostolical  tradi- 
tions is  imaginary,  that  the  written  contains  the  whole 
of  the  unwritten  word,  and  that  the  scriptures,  exclu- 
sively of  tradition,  form  the  only  rule  of  christian  doc- 
trine. Yet  what  is  the  sum  of  the  reasoning  comprised 
within  it  ?  Merely  this  ;  that  Bossuet  has  taken  a  dis- 
puted point  for  granted,  and  has  misapplied  a  text  of 
scripture :  that  traditionary  doctrine,  without  the  cafe 
of  a  superintending  Providence,  is  liable  to  alteration, 
and  that  it  would  be  a  hopeless  undertaking  to  collect 
the  doctrines  of  the  apostles  from  the  writings  of  for- 
mer ages.  Of  the  accuracy  of  these  assertions,  and 
of  their  bearing  on  the  present  subject,  the  reader 
has  been  enabled  to  judge  from  the  foregoing  re- 
flexions :  and  I  may  be  allowed  to  conclude  by  saying, 
that,  if  nothing  better  can  be  alleged  in  defence  of  the 
reformed,  or  in  opposition  to  the  Catholic  rule  of  faith, 
the  foundation  of  the  church  of  England  must,  to  use 
Dr.  Marsh's  expression,  *  be  formed  not  of  solid,  but 
of  sandy  materials. 


» I 


*  Comparative  View,  p.  Z. 
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There  la  no  evidcnco  to  induce  a  belief  that  tho  written  word  wu 
meant  as  the  sole  rule  of  ChrbtiftQ  failh,  lo  the  exclusioa  of  Ihe 
unwritten  word. — Tbo  scriptures    no  where  describe  thoinsGlves  as 

P-^-ih. — Tho  commission  of  the  ajpostles  was  not  to  write,  but  to 
ach. — Tho  manner  in  which  the  New  Testament  ia  composed, 
occasional  and  unconnected  tracts,  shews  that  it  was  not  de- 
ned  by  the  apostles — nor  by  the  Spirit  of  God— to  be  the  only 
eof  feltb. 

.  4t,  '■ 


The  reader  will  have  observed,  from  the  preceding 
chapter,  that  on  one  point  both  churches  are  agreed. 
They  both  acknowledge  that  the  unwritten  word  was 
the  (mg;inal  rule  of  Christianity.  In  what  then  do  tfa^ 
disagree  !  In  this :  the  church  of  England  teacbes, 
that  the  whole  of  tiie  unwritten  was  recorded  in  the 
wxitten  word,  and  that  the  scripture  frcHU  that  momvit 
became  the  only  rule  of  faith :  while  the  church  of 
Borne,  on  the  contrary,  maintain*,  that  t^  uowrittcn 
word  was  neither  whoUy  recorded'in  the  written  word^ 
Boi  at  any  time  deprived  of  its  authority.  It  is  ob- 
vious that,  on  this  point,  the  whole  ctn^xoven^  re- 
specting tradition  turns.  If,  at  the  very  dawn  of  the 
Reformation,  Luther  and  Melancthon  rejected  tra- 
dition as  a  rule  of  feith,  it  was  on  account  of  their 
"  conviction,  that  the  whde  of  God's  word  was  cco- 
tainedin  the  scripture."* 

*  Compuatin,  View,  p.  68. 
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Now,  on  this  very  interesting  question,  it  has 
pleased  Dr.  Marsh  to  assert  the  affirmative,  but  with- 
out adducing  any  one  argument  to  support  it.  On 
other  subjects  he  can  be  laboriously,  nay  tediously^, 
diffuse:  on  this,  which  so  particularly  required  his 
aid,  he  has  been  most  vexatiously  silent.  It  is  much 
to  be  regretted.  I  should  have  been  happy  to  know 
what  so  learned  and  acute  an  advocate  could  have  ad- 
vanced in  defence  of  a  doctrine,  which  to  me  appears 
incapable  of  defence :  and  it  must  have  been  a  satis- 
faction to  the  Protestant  reader  to  be  convinced,  that 
the  first  principle  of  his  faith  has  not  been  assumed  be- 
cause it  was  convenient,  but  has  been  admitted  be^ 
cause  it  was  true.  This,  however,  has  been  denied  us 
both ;  and  we  must  be  content  to  receive  the  assertion 
oh  the  authority  of  Dr.  Marsh,  and  the  conviction  of 
Luther  and  Melancthon. 

Unable,  therefore,  to  combat  arguments,  which  are 
withheld  from  my  knowledge^  I  shall  presume  to  offer 
my  own  view  of  the  subject;  and  shall  attempt  to 
prove  the  two  following  propositions : — 1st,  there  is  no 
evidence  to  induce  a  belief  that  the  scriptures  were  in- 
tended as  the  sole  rule  of  faith,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
unwritten  word :  2nd,  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to 
induce  a  belief  of  the  contrary. 

X  am  aware  that,  to  the  orthodox  reader,  these  opi^ 
nions  may  appear  bold,  and  perhaps  paradoxical. 
From  his  infancy  he  has  in  all  probabibty  been  taught, 
that  the  scriptures  contain  the  whole  doctrine  of  the 
Christ  and  his  apostles,  and  that  from  them  alone  he  is 
to  derive  the  articles  of  his  creed.  This  principle,  it 
must  be  confessed,  is  at  first  sight  very  specious :  it  is 
moreover  flattering  to  human  pride :  and  it  has  been 
so  often  echoed  and  re-echoed  by  teachers  and  writers^ 
that  no  one  can  be  surprised,  if  it  be  generally  admits 
ted  without  any  inquiry  into  the  evidence  on  which  it 
may  be  grounded.  But  when  we  consider  the  alarm* 
ing  consequences  which  have  flowed  from  it ;  when 
we  see  it  become  the  prolific  parent  of  disoordasit 
creeds ;  when  we  behold  it  furnishing  alike  weapons 
to  the  Unitarian  and  Trinitarian,  to  the  B?{)tist  and 
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Jknabapist,  to  the  church  of  England  and  to  the  idit  of 
•Scotiand,  in  defence  of  their  distinctiye  doctrines ; 
^when  we  ob8er?e»  from  what  daily  paases  arodnd  us, 
that  it  has  given  tiie  rein  to  every  species  of  fiumticisni, 
and  reduced  reUgions  belief  to  a  mere  matter  of  opi«- 
nion,  or  raHier  of  conjecture ;  we  may  surely  be  al* 
lowed  to  doubty  whether  it  possess  a  iust  tide  to  that 
authority,  which  it  has  so  long  daimed  and  exercised. 
Can  the  only  rule  of  christian  faith  give  birth  to  con- 
tradictory miths  ?  Can  the  path  appointed  to  guide  our 
steps  to  the  truth,  lead  the  sincere  inquirer  into  error? 
I  cannot  believe  it :  and  shall  therefore  solicit  the  at- 
tention of  the  reader  to  the  following  reflections : 

1st,  Let  us  suppose,  that  a  written  paper  is  put  into 
our  hands,  with  m  intimation  that  it  is  an  antheitfac 
instrument  of  immense  importance,  and  containing  in- 
structions which  must  be  implicitly  obeyed.  .^n^Ais 
the  conduct,  which  ordinary  prudence  would^  in  -such 
a  case,  suggest?  If  it  be  not  ia  our  power  to  )|iro6nie 
access  to  those,  from  whom  the  paper  w»s  ongmally 
derived,  it  will  be  our  duW  to  discover,  if  possiblerby 
a  careful  examination  cdf  the  contents,  whed&^p  it  ino- 
fess  to  be  such  a  document  as  had  be^i  descrioed. 
Now  let  us  act  in  a  similar  manner  with  respect  to  the 
scriptures.  Dr.  Marsh  steps  forward  with  a  book  in 
his  hand,  which  he  pronounces  to  be  the  only  rule  of 
christian  faith.  There  was  indeed,  he  acknowledges, 
an  unwritten  rule  before  it ;  but  that,  he  also  tells  us, 
was  cancelled,  as  soon  as  this  book  was  written  to  be 
substituted  in  its  place.  Whence,  however,  he  derived 
this  information,  he  does  not  think  proper  to  disclose. 
I  therefore  take  the  book,  I  read  it  diligently  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end ;  but  am  unable  to  discover  in 
any  part  of  it,  such  pretensions  as  Dr.  Marsh  has  as- 
cribed to  it.  Nowhere  does  it  profess  to  be  the  sole 
rule  of  chjristiaaity  :*  nowhere  does  it  so  much  as  hint 
that  its  own  authority  is  to  supersede  the  authority  of 

♦  Certainly  I  shall  not  be  referred,  as  sometimes  has  been  done,  to 
John  XX.  31.  2  Tim.  iii.  15 — 17.  and  similar  passages,  which  evidently 
are  foreign  from  the  purpose* 
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the  unwritten  word.  If  Dr.  Marsh  be  right  in  his  re- 
commendation, is  not  such  an  omission  singular  and 
inexplicable?  Can  we  persuade  ourselves  that  the  spi- 
rit of  Grod  would  have  left  us  a  book,  which  is  to  be 
the  only  rule  of  our  belief,  and  yet  have  omitted  to  in- 
form us  of  the  circumstance  ?  Or  that  the  inspired  Mrri- 
ters  should  have  compiled  such  a  code  of  doctrine, 
without  once  intimating  to  their  disciples  the  important 
use  for  which  they  intended  it ?  Had  they  said:  *'You 
have  hitherto  been  guided  by  oral  instruction  from  us ; 
but  we  must  shortly  descend  into  the  grave,  and  an 
unwritten  word  must  undergo  many  material  altera- 
tions. We  have  therefore  composed  this  book:  it 
contains  the  whole  of  our  doctrine ;  and  we  bequeath 
it  to  you  to  be  the  only  rule  of  your  faith  after  our  de- 
parture." Had  they  said  this,  or  anything  like  this, 
the  matter  would  have  been  clear.  It  would  not  have 
admitted  of  a  moment's  doubt.  But  of  all  this,  not  the 
faintest  trace  can  be  discovered  in  any  of  their  writings. 
In  the  absence  then  of  all  internal  evidence,  on  what 
ground  are  we  to  be  justified  in  adopting  Dr.  Marsh's 
doctrine  ?  Tradition  contradicts  it :  scripture  is  silent. 
It  cannot  then  be  derived  from  the  word  of  God :  and, 
if  it  be  not,  it  falsifies  itself.  For,  in  that  case,  it 
erects  the  whole  fabric  of  religion  on  the  authority  of 
man,  while  it  pretends,  at  the  same  time,  to  reject 
every  doctrine  which  is  not  founded  on  the  authority 
of  God. 

2d,  Our  blessed  Redeemer,  confined  his  preaching 
to  Jerusalem  and  the  neighbouring  country:  his 
apostles  he  appointed  to  be  **  witnesses  unto  him  both 
in  Jerusalem,  and  in  all  Judea,  and  in  Samaria,  and 
unto  the  uttermost  part  of  the  earth."  Now,  among 
their  more  important  duties  in  this  situation,  a  Protes- 
tant must  rank  the  composition  of  the  Scriptures  of 
the  New  Testament.  For  without  them,  he  knows 
that  the  testimony  of  the  apostles  would  *'  unavoidably 
have  undergone  material  alteration,"  and  posterity 
would  have  been  left  without  any  clue,  by  which  they 
might  come  to  the  discovery  of  the  truth.  In  the 
commission,  therefore,  which  Christ  gave  to  his  apos- 
tles, we  may  rationally  expect  to  find  an  injunction  to 
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write  the  New  Testament.  Unfortunately  it  is  a  com- 
mission of  a  very  different  nature :  a  commission  not 
to  write,  but  to  preach.  "  Go  ye  into  all  the  world, 
and  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature.  He  that  be- 
liveth  and  is  baptized,  shall  be  saved ;  but  he  that  be- 
lieveth  not,  shaJl  be  damned." — "  All  power  is  given 
unto  me  in  h^ven  and  in  earth.  Go  ye,  therefore,  and 
teach  all  iiations,  baptizing  them,  &c.,  teaching  them  to 
observe  all  things  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you ; 
and  lo,  I  am  with  you  always  even  unto  the  end  of 
the  world."  *  And  it  is  observable  that  they  them- 
selves, whenever  they  speak  of  this  commission,  un- 
derstaiid  it  not  of  writing,  but  of  preaching.  ''  They 
went  forth,"  adds  St.  Mark,  ''and  preached  every 
where."  "  He  commanded  us  to  preach,'^  says  St 
Peter.  **  The  gospel,  which  ye  have  heard,  and  which 
has  been  preached  to  every  creature  which  is  under  hea- 
ven," observes  St.  Paul,  plainly  alluding  to  the  original 
words  of  our  divine  Saviour. f  But  of  a  commission 
to  write  a  rule  of  faith,  they  never  make  any  mention. 
Jn  like  manner,  when  St.  Paul  refers  to  the  commis- 
sion which  he  received  individually  from  Christ,  be 
also  describes  it  as  a  commission  to  preach.  He  says, 
that  ^^  he  was  sent  to  preach ;  that  preaching  was  com- 
mitted unto  him  according  to  the  commandment  of 
God ;  that  he  was  ordained  a  preacher ,  an  apostle,  and 
a  teacher  of  the  gentiles."  J  Of  any  commission  to 
write,  he  also  appears  ignorant.  Thus  we  have  the 
commission  given  to  the  apostles  to  preach,  and  their 
own  testimony  that  they  understood  it  of  preaching : 
we  meet  with  no  commission  given  them  to  write  a 
rule  of  faith,  nor  do  they  ever  make  mention  of  any. 
What  is  more  extraordinary,  even  when  they  give  in- 
structions to  their  fellow  labourers,  and  intended  suc- 
cessors in  the  ministry,  when  they  point  out  the  means 
by  which  the  knowledge  of  Christianity  is  to  be  per- 
petuated after  their  deaths,  they  are  still  silent  on  the 
subject  of  this  only  rule  of  faith;  they  talk  not  of  Bible 
Societies,  or  of  Bible  distributors;   they  appear  to 

*  Mark,  xvi.  14,  15.  Matt,  xxviii.  19,  20. 
t  Mark,  xvi.  20.  Acts,  x.  42.  Col.  i.  28. 
X  1  Cor.  i.  17.     1  Tim.  ii.  7.     Tit.  i.  3. 
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know  of  no  other  vehicle  than  oral  tradition.  ''  Hold 
fewt,"  says  St.  Paul  to  his  disciple  Timothy,  "the  form 
of  sound  words  which  thou  hast  heard  of  me — and  the 
things  which  thou  hast  heard  of  me  among  many  wit- 
nesses, the  same  commit  thou  to  faithful  men,  who 
shall  be  able  to  teach  others  also."  *  To  me  all  this 
appears,  on  Protestant  principles,  perfectly  inexplica- 
ble. What  can  be  the  reason  that  the  Scripture 
should  withhold  from  the  Scriptural  religionist  all  in- 
formation on  this  most  interesting  subject,  the  founda-* 
tion  of  his  faith  here,  and  of  his  hopes  hereafter  ? 
Christ  gives  a  commission  to  his  apostles,  but  says  no- 
thing of  writing  a  rule  of  faith :  the  apostles  often  speak 
of  this  commission,  but  they  also  are  silent  respecting  a 
written  rule  of  faith :  eight  individuals  are  at  last  sup- 
posed to  combine  their  labours,  and  write  this  rule ; 
and  yet  not  one  of  them  ever  thinks  of  hinting  that  the 
work,  which  they  are  compiling,  is  the  rule  of  faith. 
Shall  we  attribute  their  silence  to  forgetfulness  or 
oversight?  But  they  were  under  the  superintending 
influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  A  Catholic  alone  can 
solve  the  difficulty,  and  he  will  tell  you,  that  they 
never  mentioned  a  written  rule  of  faith,  because  they 
did  not  know  of  any. 

3d,  When  the  founders  of  the  modern  church  of 
England  undertook  to  compose  a  rule  of  £euth,  they 
consulted  together;  they  determined  what  points  of 
doctrine  should  be  deemed  orthodox ;  they  arranged 
them  under  thirty-nine  distinct  heads ;  and  published 
them  to  the  world  in  concise  and  perspicuous  Ian-: 
guage.  In  all  this  they  acted  as  sensible  men  should 
act.  Their  work  was  demonstrative  of  their  object : 
the  nature  of  the  matter,  and  the  order  of  its  arrange- 
ment, shewed  that  it  was  designed  to  be  a  system  of 
religious  doctrine.  But  if,  instead  of  the  thirtyruine 
articles,  they  had  given  us  four  imperfect  narratives  of 
the  origin  of  the  Reformation,  with  an  appendix,  con- 
taining a  few  epistles  of  Luther,  Melstpcthon,  and 
Peter  Martyr,  would  it  ever  have  entered  into  the  mind 
of  any  man  to  consider  such  a  cojpapilation  as  a  rule  of 

*  2Tim.  i.  13,  ii.  2. 
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faith  ?  Yet,  would  not  this  have  been  a  counterpart  of 
the  New  Testament,  as  far  as  the  writings  of  unin- 
spired individuals  may  be  compared  with  those  of  the 
apostles  ?  In  the  latter  we  meet  with  no  distinct  plan, 
no  appearance  of  concert  among  the  writers,  no  divi- 
sion of  the  subject,  no  code  of  doctrinal  articles  either 
in  any  one  particular  book,  or  in  the  whole  collection ; 
we  find  only  four  short  and  unconnected  narratives  of 
our  Saviour's  life,  a  history  of  the  first  publication  of 
the  gospel,  and  a  few  epistles  by  five  of  the  apostles. 
Is  there  anything  in  such  a  work,  to  persuade  us  that 
it  was  composed  to  be  the  only  rule  of  our  faith  ? 

The  New  Testament  (it  is  to  it  that  Dr.  Marsh  con- 
fines his  remarks)' may  be  divided  into  three  parts. 
The  first  consists  of  the  four  gospels.  But  it  should 
be  observed,  that  if  two  of  these  were  written  by  the 
apostles,  St.  Matthew  and  St.  John,  two  also  were 
written  by  men,  who  could  have  received  no  commis- 
sion from  Christ,  as  they  were  not  converted  till  after 
his  ascension  into  heaven.  On  what  ground  then 
these  two  gospels  have  been  admitted  into  the  rule  of 
feith  by  those  who  reject  tradition,  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
conceive.  Supposing,  however,  that  all  four  were 
written  under  the  guidance  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  how  are 
we  to  satisfy  ourselves  that  in  them  is  recorded  the 
whole  of  our  Saviour's  doctrine  ?  Dr.  Marsh  asserts  the 
fact;*  but  it  is  much  easier  to  assert,  than  to  prove. 
The  information  cannot  be  derived  from  the  books 
themselves,  which  make  no  such  professions ;  and,  if 
it  be  derived  from  any  other  source,  it  is  on  that  very 
account  undeserving  of  credit. 

Of  the  manner  in  which  the  three  first  gospels  were 
composed,  Dr.  Marsh  tells  the  following  very  inge- 
nious, but  at  the  same  time  very  singular  story  :  that 
there  existed  two  original  documents,  written  by  some- 
body, and  approved  by  the  apostles :  that  of  these  one 
was  a  narrative  of  the  actions  of  our  Saviour,  the  other 
a  collection  of  his  precepts,  parables,  and  discourses : 
that  as  copies  of  the  first  were  multiplied,  persons  in- 
serted in  them  such  additional  information  as  they 
acquired,  which  additions  were  either  accounts  of  facts 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  63. 
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not  before  recorded,  or  of  circumstances  regarding 
facts  before  recorded :  that  the  three  evangelists  used 
three  different  copies  of  this  document,  which,  with 
respect  to  the  additions,  partly  agreed  and  partly  dis- 
agreed :  that  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  each  possessed 
a  copy,  but  St.  Mark  did  not  possess  a  copy,  of  the 
second  document :  and  that  from  these  sources,  with 
the  accession  of  such  information  as  they  had  gleaned 
by  their  own  industry,  they  composed  their  respective 
gospels.*  With  the  truth  of  this  hypothesis,  I  have 
no  concern ;  but  I  will  confidently  appeal  to  the 
reader,  whether  it  is  probable,  that  tracts  compiled  in 
this  manner,  can  form  a  full  and  perfect  record  of  the 
doctrine  delivered  by  our  Saviour.  Indeed,  it  is  cer- 
tain, from  St.  John's  gospel,  that  they  do  not ;  for  that 
gospel  contains  much  original  and  important  informa- 
tion, which  is  not  to  be  found  in  them. — Perhaps,  then, 
the  work  of  St.  John  niay  supply  the  deficiency  ?  The 
apostle  himself  warns  us  against  such  an  inference : 
'*  And  many  other  signs  truly  did  Jesus,  which  are 
not  written  in  this  book.*' — "  And  there  are  also  many 
other  things  which  Jesus  did,  the  which,  if  they  should 
be  written,  every  one,  I  suppose  that  even  the  world 
itself  could  not  contain  the  books  that  should  be 
written.''^ 

The  next  portion  of  the  New  Testament,  is  the  Acts 
of  the  Apostles.  This  tract  relates  the  manner  in 
which  the  gospel  was  first  preached,  and  the  conver- 
sion and  subsequent  labours  of  St.  Paul.  Incidentally, 
it  mentions  some  points  of  doctrine ;  but,  to  attempt 
to  prove  that  it,  is  not  a  rule  of  faith,  would  be  to 
exhaust  the  patience,  and  insult  the  judgment,  of  the 
reader. 

The  last  part  comprises  the  epistles,  with  the  Book 
of  Revelations,  and  is  declared  by  Dr.  Marsh  to  be  a 

*  Marsh's  Origin  of  ihe  Three  First  Gospels,  p.  194—210.  As  the 
reader  would  not  have  understood  Dr.  Marsh's  system  of  notation,  I 
have  been  compelled  to  explam  his  meaning  in  my  own  words.  I  trust 
1  have  represented  it  fairly. 

t  John,  XX.  60.  xxi.  25.      . 
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full  and  faithful  record  of  the  whok  doctrine  of  the 
apostles.*  But,  does  the  collection  itself  prbfess  to  be 
such  a  record  ?  It  neither  asserts  it,  nor  exhibits  the 
most  distant  appearance  of  it.  By  whom  were  the 
epistles  written  ?  Not  by  the  whole  college  of  the 
apostles.  Seven  of  the  number,  either  never  wrote  at 
all,  or  the  parts  of  the  rule  of  faith  which  they  com- 
posed, perished  long  ago.  The  epistles  were  written 
by  St.  Paul,  St.  James,  St.  Peter,  St.  John,  and  St.  Jude. 
But  it  does  not  appear  that  these  five  were  wrote  in 
virtue  of  any  commission  fix>m  the  whole  body,  or  in 
consequence  of  any  agreement  among  themselves,  or 
in  pursuance  of  any  general  plan.  When  were  the 
epistles  written  ?  Not  about  the  same  time,  but  at 
different  periods,  during  the  long  lapse  of  almost  fifty 
years.  The  First  Epistle  to  the  Thessalonians*  is  sup- 
posed to  have  been  written  in  the  year  49  ;  the  Epistles 
of  St.  John  about  the  year  97.t  To  whom  are  the 
fepistles  written  ?  To  a  great  variety  of  persons^  scat- 
tered over  the  face  of  the  civilized  world,  professing, 
indeed,  the  same  religion,  but  probably  ignorant  of 
the  conversion,  or  even  the  existence  of  each  otheri 
Four  are  addressed  to  christian^  in  general,  six  to 
private  individuals,  one  to  the  converts  in  Italy,  and 
one  to  those  in  Palestine ;  two  to  Grecians,  three  to 
Macedonians,  one  to  all  the  churches  of  Asia  Minor, 
three  to  the  particular  churches  of  Phrygia,  Ionia,  and 
Galatia ;  and  the  Book  of  Revelations  to  the  seven 
churches  of  Ephesus,  Smyrna,  Pergamus,  Thyatira, 
Sardis,  Philadelphia,  and  Laodicea.  On  what  subjects 
were  the  epistles  written  ?  Not  on  such  as  we  might 
naturally  expect  in  a  code  of  religious  doctrine,  but  on 
such  as  the  passing  events  of  the  day  offered  to  the 
writers.  Thus  a  convert  at  Corinth  had  married  the 
widow  of  his  father.  St.  Paul  writes  an  epistle  for  the 
correction  of  this,  and  of  other  abuses.  One  of  his 
disciples  had  been  left  in  Crete,  to  regulate  the  infant 
church  of  that  island.     The  apostle  gives  him  direc- 

*  Comparative  View,  p.  62,  63.  f  Cave,  in  Paulo  et  Joanne. 
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tions  for  his  conduct.  A  fugitive  slave  had  received 
baptism.  St.  Paul  sends  him  back  to  his  master^  with 
a  letter  soliciting  his  pardon.  St.  John  had  heard  of 
the  faith  and  hospitality  of  Gaius.  He  writes  to  him  a 
congratulatory  epi&tle.  False  teachers  had  endea- 
voured to  seduce  the  converts.  St-  Jude  warns  them 
of  their  danger,  and  exhorts  them  to  persevere  in  the 
doctrine,  which  they  had  originally  received.  The 
same  may  be  said  of  all  the  other  epistles :  they  were 
occasional  tracts  called  for  by  accidental  occurrences. 
Let  the  reader  only  consider  the  want  of  concert  among 
the  writers,  the  different  times  at  which  they  wrote, 
the  different  persons  to  whom  they  addressed  their  let* 
ters,  and  the  different  subjects  which  employed  their 
pens,  and  he  will  be  convinced  that,  if  the  apostles 
really  intended  to  leave  a  rule  of  faith  for  the  instruc- 
tion of  their  disciples  and  posterity,  they  pursued  for 
this  purpose,  a  method  the  most  confused  and  extra- 
ordinary that  ever  entered  into  the  mind  of  maa.  In 
my  judgment,  the  only  rational  conclusion  which  can 
be  drawn  from  the  premises,  is  this :  that  several  let* 
ters  and  tracts  on  religious  subjects  were  occasionally 
written  by  some  of  the  apostles,  and  one  or  two  of  their 
immediates  disciples ;  that  after  their  deaths,  such  of 
these  as  had  not  perished,  were  collected  into  one  body 
by  the  piety  of  the  primitive  christians ;  and  that  the 
collection  thus  made  has  been  transmitted  to  us  from 
generation  to  generation,  under  the  name  of  the  New 
Testament. 

4th.  The  divines,  who  so  fiercely  contend  in  supr 
port  of  this  fundamental  principle  of  Protestantism, 
have  necessarily  to  make  their  choice  between  the 
two  following  suppositions.  If  the  scriptures  of  the 
New  Testament  are  the  rule  of  christian  faith,  they 
must  have  been  intended  as  such,  either  by  the  wri* 
ters  themselves,  or  by  the  spirit  of  God,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  writers.  Otherwise  you  erect  them 
into  a  rule  of  faith  by  mere  human  invention,  and 
thereby  deprive  them  of  divine  authority.  That  the 
first  of  these  two  suppositions  cannot  be  admitted,  ap^ 


pears  to  me  most  evident  finjm  the  Ibie^piog  olj^emt 
tions :  the  second,  in  my  opbijOQ,  iS  Ji»blp  to  V^tf^ 

if  not  to  more  formidable,  <Bijecl4oMi  ,,  •         a,! '- 

1st.  That  the  s^econd  stippoHitiba:,i»'i)itttMU^po»' 
y]V[p  "i"  not  be  denied.  Men-  ttre  frequentiy 4UM>Q>^ 
iittiUutniments  in  th^  hands  of  the  Almi^^  ;  and 
ttfe  'padK^,of  Ae  apostlea' might  hare  faeth  fo  onided  bf 
Arli^erliiteiidine  Provj^nce,  thpt  tiie  renut  of'  tb«B 
fiibean  ahouid  haye  proTed  a  con^iiete  ixde  of  f^At 
tbongh  no  Buch  dips^pi  had  ever-  heem  eaatertawed- 1^ 
4te^  writera  thetnselTes.  Bu^'  in  that  case  would  not 
ilto  «er^[ytuirn  'have  assume  a  veiy  di&rent  wpear* 
anceiroiiitiiat  which  ther  now  exhibit?  Woald  they 
notj  like  the  different  codes  of  doctrine  pohUshed  ly 
the  reformed  ehnrchea*  have  presented  to  th^  rcBdei^% 
Sjt%  clear,  and  succuict  statement  of-  lh&  feith.  and- 
pta^dce,  rehired  from  thqse  &r  whose  use  they  i!rea< 
written  f  Bnt,  ju  tiiey  are,  fheV  do  quite  the  revetiKU 
Et  is  in  vain  that' you  look  ^to  uiem.  for  snoh  a  stid^i 
ttentj^'die  ftrfidba  of  doctrine  are  scattered  here  av4 
ther^^  irMKnit  Hny  Bttentictnto  order :  their.  p»etai|agt«> 
fti^tnbtly bidden  undQ.r  the  obscim^of  the  tanguigtf^; 
tWadvancts  of  the  sincere  inquirer  i»  repeat^Ww-': 
rested  by  apparent  contradictions:  and  it  seldom 
happens,  that  any  two  readers,  after  a  patient  and  im- 
piu'tial  investigation,  agree  in  the  same  decision.  To 
me  it  appears,  that  of  all  the  possible  forms  under 
which  a  rule  of  faith  could  have  been  published  to 
mankind,  the  New  Testament  is,  as  such,  the  most 
incongruous  and  confiised.  It  is  what  no  sensible  man 
would  ever  have  adopted:  and  certainly  we  ought  not 
to  attribute  to  the  wisdom  of  God,  that  which  we  judge 
unworthy  the  wisdom  of  man.  Not  that  I  mean  to  ' 
speak  disrespectfully  of  the  sacred  writings.  I  revere 
each  book,  mdividually,  as  the  word  of  God.  .  It  ia 
only  when  I  consider  them  as  forming  a  complete  re- 
cord of  christian  doctrine,  the  sole  rule  of  christian 
faith  in  the  reformed  hypothesis,  that  I  presume  to 
censure ;  because  that  hypothesis  appears  to  me  to 
degrade' them  below  works  that  are  coniiBssedly  of 
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human  origin,  below  the  thirty-nine  articles  of  the 
church  of  England,  the  confessions  of  the  church  of 
Scotland,  and  the  numerous  systems  of  belief  with 
which  the  Reformation  has  enlightened  and  perplexed 
mankind. 

2d.  To  build  your  faith  on  the  scripture  alone,  with 
security  to  your  own  conscience,  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
suppose,  you  must  prove  that  it  was  intended  by  the 
Spirit  of  God  to  be  your  only  guide.  Now  this  is 
impossible.  The  intentions  of  the  Almighty  can  be 
known  to  us  through  no  other  medium  than  revelation, 
and  on  this  subject  revelation  has  been  silent. 

3d.  The  scriptures  bear  testimony,  on  the  very  face  ♦ 
of  them,  that  the  supposition  is  unfounded.  God  does 
not  will  or  design  in  vain.  If  he  had  intended  them  • 
to  be  the  rule  of  our  belief,  he  would  have  formed 
them  so,  that  they  might  act  as  such  a  rule.  But  the 
very  reverse  is  the  case.  Doctrinal  points  of  the 
first  importance  are  often  expressed,  by  the  scriptural 
writers,  in  ambiguous  terms :  statements,  apparently 
contradictory,  perplex  the  understanding  of  the  reader; 
and  we  are  ultimately  compelled  to  rest  on  the  con- 
jectures of  our  own  judgment,  rather  than  on  the  de- 
cision of  our  rule.  Can  there,  for  example,  be  a  ques-^ 
tion  more  essential  to  religion  than  this — Is  Christ 
true  God,  equal  to  his  Father,  or  not?  Interrogate 
your  rule  of  faith,  and  it  will  supply  you  with  argu- 
ments in  support  of  either  the  affirmative  or  the  ne- 
gative. If  the  trinitarian  produce  the  passages  which 
depose  in  favour  of  the  divinity  of  our  Sayiour,  the 
Unitarian  will  oppose  the  number  of  texts,  which  ap- 

E ear  to  make  him  a  mere  creature.  If  Christ  himself 
as  said,  **  I  and  my  father  are  one,"  he  has  also  said, 
"  The  Father  is  greater  than  I."  That  one  of  these 
two  passages  is  to  be  expounded  by  the  other,  is  evi- 
dent. But  which  ought  to  have  the  preference  ?  Your 
rule,  when  it  is  put  to  the  test,  appears  no  longer  to 
be  a  rule.  It  does  not,  it  cannot,  decide.  You  are, 
at  last,  compelled  to  determine  yourself:  but  then 
it  is  not  the  scripture  whicfr  k^gt  rule  to  you,  but  you 

£    E 
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who  are  a  rule  to  the  scripture.  Thus  again  St.  Paul 
teaches,  that  "  man  is  not  justified  by  the  works  of  the 
law,  but  by  the  faith  of  Jesus  Christ ;"  while  St. 
James  leaches,  that  "  by  works  a  man  is  justified,  and 
not  by  faith  only."  How  will  you  reconcile  these  two 
passages  ?  Will  you  adopt  the  words  of  St.  Paul,  and 
endeavour  to  explain  away  those  of  St.  James  ?  Or 
will  you  prefer  those  of  St.  James,  and  endeavour  to 
adapt  to  them  those  of  St.  Paul  ?  In  either  case  jour 
rule  is  deficient.  The  true  rule  which  you  follow,  is 
your  own  judgment,  or  rather  conjecture.*  I  shall 
content  myself  with  these  two  instances  :  the  reader's 
memory  will  supply  him  with  others.  Were  a  human 
legislature  to  enact  a  law,  containing  provisions  con- 
tradictory to  each  other,  or  so  ambiguous  as  to  create 
doubts  of  their  real  meaning,  this  want  of  precision,  or 
of  skill,  would  be  severely  condemned,  and  a  remedy 
would  be  speedily  applied.  Such  things,  indeed,  have 
happened.     But  human  legislators  are  fallible,  and, 

•  As  justification  by  failb  is  "  s  distinguishing  feature  of  Protestonl- 
ism,"  it  is  rather  estruordiuaiy,  Ib&t  its  professors,  uflcr  studyidg  (he 
only  rule  of  ftiiih  for  ceniuries,  hove  not  yut  delcrmiood  wliat  is  tnally 
meant  by  it.  Dr.  Marab  complains  of  tbc  "  iiumeroua  incoiisislenciea 
and  contradictions  in  which  it  has,  within  these  few  years,  becD  in- 
voked :  ■'  and  shews,  that  the  explanations  which  have  heen  gi»en  of  it 
leave  hardly  the  sliadow  of  a  diBcrenco  between  the  doctrine  of  Pro- 
tesianls  and  ibat  of  the  church  of  Rome,  (p.  Si,  'It).  What  thoD 
does  he  consider  as  sound  Protestant  daciriiie?  That  the  faith,  which 
justifies,' is  not  a  lively  fuitb,  or  faith  producUvc  of  j;ood  works;  be- 
cause good  works  cannot  es-hl  tilt  after  justification.  Now,  accord- 
ing to  St.  James,  (ii.  26],  "  as  the  body  without  the  spirit  is  dead,  to 
faith  without  works  ia  dead  e.\%o."  Are  we  to  believe  then,  that  o.dead 
.faith  can  give  life  to  the  sou]  ?  All  that  b  required,  according  to 
Dr.  Marsh,  b  "  re/ieniaaee,  by  which  we  foreake  sin,  and  faith  whereby 
we  stedEaitly  believe  tho  promises  of  God.  On  fbraaking  sin,  ther»- 
Son,  we  are  juslified  by  faith,  even  before  it  is  a  lively  faith,"  (p. 
(53).  Now,  to  forsake  sin,  is,  I  presume,  (for  Protestant  justificatiM 
IS  a  tnysiisry  1  .never  could  satiafactorily  comprehend)  not  a  mere  □•• 
gallon,  the  omission  of  sinful  action  through  ioii.billty,-but  a  ijxed  re- 
tolu'tion  to  avoid  it.  Snch  a  resolution,  however,  a  a.  positive  td 
of  the  mind,  and,  if  formed  on  proper  motives,  is  'as  macb  a  ^^1 
TTOtfc  in  ray  opinion,  as  any  act  of  the  mind  can  he,  after  juMlfy- 
iug  foith  bai  Become,  In  Or.  Marsh's  piincipJes,  a  live^  fiutjk 
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of  course^  liable  to  mistakes.  God  is  infallible ;  he 
could  not  make  a  fallacious  or  defective  rule«  If  then 
the  scripture  be  of  this  description,  what  conclusion 
can  we  draw,  but  that  it  never  was  intended  to  serve 
as  a  rule  ?  The  source  of  doubt  and  perplexity  is  not 
in  it ;  but  in  those,  who,  without  sufficient  grounds, 
have,  of  their  own  private  authority,  pronounced  it  to 
be  the  sole  rule  of  Christian  faith. 


£   E   ^ 
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CHAPTER   III 


The  Scriptures  do  not  contmn  the  whole  of  the  unwritten  Word.— 
The  Observation  of  the  Sunday.— The  Validity  of  Infcnt  B»pr 
tism. — ^The  Canon  of  the  Scriptures. — ^Their  Inspiration  cannot  be 
proved  in  Dr.  Marshes  Supposition. — Conclusion. 


The  man  who  makes  it  his  study  to  investigate  the 
revolutions  of  human  opinion,  will  often  be  astonished 
to  observe  on  how  slender  a  foundation  the  most  ac- 
credited systems  have  been  raised.  The  whole  fabric 
of  the  Reformation  reposes  on  this  one  principle, 
that  the  scriptures  are  the  only  rule  of  christigm  faith. 
Yet,  what  is  this  principle  ?  The  mere  dictum  of  Lu- 
ther and  Melancthon.  I  have  already  shewn,  that  it 
has  been  assumed  rather  than  proved,  and  that  ap- 
pearances, instead  of  being  in  its  favour,  depose  most 
forcibly  against  it.  I  shall  now  proceed  to  adduce  ar- 
guments, which,  in  my  judgment  at  least,  positively 
demonstrate  it  to  be  false. 

One  thing  must  be  admitted  on  both  sides,  that  if 
the  apostles  have  left  us  an  only  rule  of  faith,  that  rule 
will  contain  the  whole  doctrine  and  practice  of  chris* 
tianity.  They  were  enjoined  in  the  commission, 
which  they  received  from  their  heavenly  master^  **  to 
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teach  all  nations  all  things  whatsoever  he  had  com-* 
manded  them.'*  This,  indeed  is  so  evident,  that  Dr. 
Marsh  himself  repeatedly  maintains,  that  the  whole 
doctrine  of  Christ  and  his  apostles  has  been  recorded 
in  the  scriptures  of  the  New  Testament.  The  Catho- 
lic, on  the  contrary,  will  assert,  that  the  whole  doctrine 
of  Christ  and  his  apostles  has  not  been  recorded  in  the 
scriptures  of  the  New  Testament :  and,  in  proof  of  his 
assertion,  he  will  appeal  to  the  creed  and  practice  of 
the  church  of  England,  which  in  many  instances, 
where  the  scripture  is  deficient,  has  been  compelled 
to  have  recourse  to  the  authority  of  tradition.  I  shall 
confine  myself  to  those  instances  which  have  been 
furnished  by  Dr.  Marsh. 

The  first  regards  the  observance  of  the  Sunday.    In 
the  decalogue,  we  are  commanded  to  keep  holy  the 
sabbath  day,  which,  I  need  not  remind  my  readers, 
was  the  Saturday,  or  last  day  of  the  week.     Now  the 
church  of  England  commands  us  to  keep  holy,  not  the 
Saturday,  but  the  Sunday.     That  day,  which  God 
enjoins  us  to  sanctify,  she  authorizes  us  to  profane : 
and  a  day  which  he  allotted  to  profane  employments, 
she  orders  us  to  devote  to  the  divine  worship.     May  I 
ask,  on  what  authority  she  thus  presumes  to  set  aside 
the  ordinance  of  God,  and  to  act  in  direct  defiance  of 
the  command  in  the  scripture  ?     I  shall  be  told  that 
the  obligation  was  transferred,  from  one  day  to  the 
other,  by  the  authority  of  the  apostles.     So  I  have' 
before  learned  from  tradition.     But  tradition  will  not* 
suit  your  purpose.     If  it  be  an  ordinance  of  the  apos-- 
ties,  it  must  be  recorded  in  the  scriptures ;  or,  if  it  be 
not  recorded  there,  you  must  admit  that  the  whole  of 
their  doctrine  was  not  recorded  in  the  scriptures. 

Dr.  Marsh  has  made  a  feeble  attempt  to  discover: 
the  origin  of  this  ordinance  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apos-: 
ties,  and  the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul.    "  It  is  evident,  *  he 
observes,  "  from  Acts  xx.  7,  and  I  Cor.  xvi.  1,  2,  that 
the  practice  of  the  primitive  christians,  to  assemble 
for  tne  purpose  of  worship  on  the^r^^  day  of  the  week, 
in  commemoration  of  Christ's  resurrection,  had  the. 
sanction  of  St.  Paul  himself.    And,  since  this  is  r^- 
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coidod  iiilbe  Vrittett  Wora;  whs^  taecoiilf  li  Itmpi^fwf 
aa  ^ppeA  to  th«  tfawiitteDirardr''*^  ira#;  mUI«\ 
eao^ne  tii«»e  twd  impoftflnt  f)as8age«,  itiid  teirii;  1m^ 
looiely  the  most  acute  logician  ate  ^oupelled*  tA' 
roasati,r  wh6n  they  attempt  to  dra#  the  wKoler  (if  adr 
iiriagk^  from  the  seriptmei^  alone^  Froiia  bb<h'|«di- 
mg^Jhi Marsh  iiifei«, that  it  was  ''the  friuUtt^ 
tiie  jimiiiitiire  dhtistiaM  to  assieitible  ior  the^  p»f]poke  flf 
reli^itt  worship,  oti  the  first  day  of  the  we^  m  KiMii' 
memoratidn  of  Christ' a  restrrrectioti.''  Vtifbttmatelf, 
However^  that  practiee,  whidh  k  so  dear  to  hhtti  i)i 
jteribcily  invi«tble  t6  me.  AU  Uiat  I  have  beefi  abto 
to  leamfirom  Acts  xx.  7.  is,  thai  St.1^aul  Mttte  ft> 
Troas;  that  he  remained  there  sereDdiiya^  that  M 
the  first  day  of  the  week^ «'  the  diteiplet  BaViii^  1Mb 
aaifembled  to  break  bread,''!  (probably  in  tire  evebbgi) 
he  pireadied  to  them  till  the  next  dor&ing  \  thiC  mk 
h»  brokfe  breads  and  dcmarted.  Is  therb  tiei«  tt? 
Aehtioa  of  <'  a  ptkctice  or  assembling  i^  tbe  firiit  di^ 
Of  the  week,  ftMr  the  purpose  of  teli^oas  WofriilK  ii& 
(Ckttflmemoratioti  of  Ghnst^s  resuttectioA  ?-  mi 
meation  is  only  made  of  one  ttieetitig,  and  whether  ttMt 
'^afi  held  to  commemorate  Christ's  resaniMtion;  or  ib 
receive  the  instructions  of  St*  Paul  on  the  eve  of  his 
departure,  we  are  ignorant.  The  latter  is  in*  itself  as 
probable  as  the  former :  and  no  inference  can  thence 
be  drawn  of  the  obligation  of  observing  the  Sunday, 
The  second  passage  is  still  less  to  the  purpose.  •*  Now 
cjonceniing  the  collection  for  the  Saints,"  writes  the 
apostle  to  the  Corinthians,  "  as  I  have  given  order  to 
the  churches  of  Galatia,  even  so  do  ye.  Upon  the  first 
day  of  the  week,  let  every  one  of  you  lay  by  him  itt 
store,  as  God  has  prospered  him,  that  tb^re  be  no  ga- 
therings, when  I  come/'  How  can  thesie  words  prove 
the  practice  of  assembling  for  religious  Worship  on 

•  Compatativ*  View,  p.  14'i. 

ttire  to  quote  the  original,  because  the  English  authorized  tFaosiatioa 
seems  to  hint,  rather  remotely  indoejd^  that  they  were  accustomed  to 
ai»el)Qble  oh  that  dny :  *'  On  the  first  day  of  the  week,  wheti  tkt  dit- 
cifUs  tiitme  tocher  to  break  br^dJ^ 
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Sunday  ?  Certainly  it  will  not  be  pretended,  that  tb 
put  by  weekly  alms  in  private,  and  to  assemble  for  the 
purpose  of  religious  worship  in  public,  are  one  and  the 
same  thing. 

I  may  also  observe,  that  Dr.  Marsh,  on  this  occasion 
does  not  attempt  to  meet  more  than  one  half  of  thfe 
difficulty.  The  commandment  says,  **  Six  days  shall 
thou  labour,  and  do  all  that  thou  hast  to  do  :  but  the 
seventh  day  is  the  sabbath  of  the  Lord  thy  God.  In  it 
thou  shalt  do  no  manner  of  work,  &c."  The  church  ojf 
England  says :  **  On  the  seventh  day,  as  well  as  the 
five  preceding  days,  thou  shalt  labour  and  do  all  that 
thou  hast  to  do  :  but  on  the  first  day  thou  shalt  do  no 
manner  of  work."  For  this  direct  violation  of  the  com* 
mand  of  God,  is  there,  or  is  there  not,  any  warrant  itt 
the  scripture  ?  If  there  be,  let  it  be  produced. .  K 
there  be  not,  as  there  is  not,  then  let  it  be  acknown^ 
ledged,  that  the  scripture  does  not  contain  the  whole 
doctrine  of  the  apostles,  but  that  besides  the  written, 
must  also  be  admitted  the  unwritten,  word. 

The  second  instance  which  has  been  furnished  by 
Dr.  Marsh,  is  that  of  infant  baptism.  The  church  of 
England,  in  her  articles  and  book  of  Common  Prayer^ 
teaches  that  baptism  is  a  sacrament,  the  effects  of 
which  are,  "  a  spiritual  regeneration  to  the  remission 
of  sin,  an  adoption  among  the  children  of  God,  and  an 
ingrafting  into  the  body  of  Christ's  church."*  That 
Christ  instituted  baptism,  there  is  sufficient  evidence 
in  the  Nevr  Testament:  whether  he  instituted  it  for 
infants  as  well  as  adults,  is  a  question  which  has  given 
rise  to  a  long  and  animated  controversy.  The  church 
of  England  orders  all  children  to  be  baptized,  unless 
there  be  good  reason  for  the  contrary,  on  the  first  or 
second  Sunday  next  after  their  birth :  she  does  not 
order  them  to  be  re-baptised  after  they  are  grown  up. 
Of  course  then  she  teaches  the  validity  of  infant  bapr 
tism :  for,  according  to  the  article,  those  who  are 
grafted  into  the  church,  and  adopted  to  be  children  of 

*  Vide  the  Ministration  of  Public  and  Private  Baptism,  and  Art  27. 
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God/are  such  as  ^receive  baptism  f%A%/'*  But 
where  did  she  learn  this  doctrine  ?  Certainly  not 
from  the  scriptures  :  for  it  is  not  recorded  in  the  scrip* 
tures.     It  could  only  be  from  tradition. 

"  But  our  twenty-seventh  article,"  observes  Dr. 
Marsh,  '*  is  so  far  from  resting  the  practice  of  infant 
baptism  on  the  authority  of  traditioHy  that  it  places  that 
practice  on  a  totally  different  footing.  The  baptism  of 
young  children,  says  the  article,  is  in  any  wise  to  be 
retained  in  the  church,  as  most  agreeable  to  the  insti* 
tution  of  Christ."  t  This  ought  not  to  excite  surprise. 
It  would,  indeed,  have  been  an  extraordinary  oversight 
in  the  founders  of  the  modern  church  of  England,  if, 
after  they  had  rejected  tradition  in  their  sixth  article, 
they  had  appealed  to  its  authority  in  the  twenty-se- 
venth. But  men  do  not  always  act  up  to  their  profes- 
sions. It  may  at  times  be  convenient  to  say  one  thing, 
and  to  do  another.  They  had  agreed  to  retain  infant 
baptism :  it  was  therefore  necessary  to  rest  it  on  some 
ground.  On  scripture  they  could  not :  for  it  is  not 
taught  in  scripture.  On  tradition  they  dared  not :  for 
tradition  they  had  already  rejected.  The  best  expe- 
dient which  remained,  was  to  rest  it  on  its  agreement 
with  the  institution  of  Christ.  But  what  is  meant  by 
this  agreement  ?  I  regret  that  Dr.  Marsh  thought  it 
foreign  to  the  subject  to  explain  it  :  J  to  me  such  an 
explanation  appears  absolutely  necessary.  Does  it 
mean  that  Christ  really  instituted  iijfant  baptism? 
Then  they  must  have  learned  it  from  tradition.  Does 
it  mean,  that  after  considering  the  subject  attentively, 
they  think  it  most  probable  that  Christ  intended  chilr 
dren  to  be  baptized  ?  Then  they  acknowledge  that  a 
very  important  part  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ  has  been 
left  unrecorded  in  scripture.  Indeed,  on  this  question— 
the  framers  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  found  themselves^ 

E laced  in  a  very  perplexing  situation.     It  is,  as  they^ 
ad  taught,  by  baptism,  that  **  men  are  ingrafted  int 
the  church  of  Christ."     Now  both  they  themselves 
and  the  members  of  that  church  which  they  repre 

•  Art.  27.  t  Comparative  View,  p.  143.        %  Ibid,  note  17. 
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ftentecl,  had  been  baptized  in  their  childhood.  To 
permit  then  any  doubt  to  be  cast  on  the  validity  of 
infant^baptism,  was  to  encourage  a  doubt  whether  the 
new  church  of  England  was  any  part  of  the  true  church 
of  Christ.  Thus  it  became  necessary  to  introduce  in- 
fant-baptism into  their  creed,  and  at  the  same  time  to 
rest  it  on  the  unmeaning  ground  of  its  being  **  most 
agreeable  to  the  institution  of  Christ." 
.  As  if,  however.  Dr.  Marsh  were  not  perfectly  satis* 
fied  with  his  former  reasoning  on  this  subject,  he  pro- 
ceeds **  to  examine  it  in  another  point  of  view."  '*  A^ 
a  sacrament,'*  he  observes,  "has  likewise  (besides. its 
efficacy)  an  outward  and  visible  sign,  the  administra? 
tion  of  it  may  in  this  respect  be  considered  as  a  cer^- 
mont/  of  the  church.  Since  then,  the  church  of  Eng- 
land uses  its  own  discretion  in  regard  to  ceremonies . . .  •  * 
we  may  very  consistently  take  into  consideration,  that 
the  ceremony  of  baptizing  infants  ^as  prevailed  from 
the  earliest  ages  of  Christianity."  *  That  a  sacrament 
is  an  outward  and  visible  sign,  and  must  therefore  be 
administered  with  some  visible  ceremony,  is  certainly 
true.  But  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  present 
question.    We  are  not  discussing  the  manner  in  which 


•  Comparative  View,  p.  144.  Here  I  may  be  allowed  to  observe  to 
Dr.  Marsh,  that  the  Catholic  church  also  uses  its.  own  disqreiion  in  re^ 
spect  to  ceremonies :  and  it  was  a  mistake  in  him  to  suppose  that  tradi>^ 
ditipnaiy  usages,  which  have  obtained  the  force  of  law,  cannot  b9 
changed  (p.  II).  The  church  claims  the  authority  to  change  them.  It 
it  think  proper.  And  this  may  explain,  what  has  so  much  excited  the 
wonder  of  Dr.  Marsh;  how  the  Council  of  Trent  could  reject  communioA 
under  both  kinds,  though  it  was  conformable  to  tradition  (p.  44).  The 
council  considered  the  practice  of  receiving  under  one  kind,  or  under 
both  kinds,  as  a  mere  matter  of  ceremony :  and  this  is  the  meanipg  of  thp 
'words :  ^*  agnoscens  bane  suam  in  administratione  sacramentorum  anc^ 
toritatem.''  Neither  did  it,  as  Dr.  Marsh  represents,  *'  decree  as  a  \b.W, 
what  itself  acknowledged  to  be  in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  received 
from  the  commencement  of  Christianity  (p.  72).  It  did  not  look  on  it 
as  a  matter  of  doctrine^  but  of  ceremony:  nor  did  it  acknowledge  that 
even  the  ceremony  of  communicating  under  one  kind,  was  in  opposition 
to  the  ceremony  practised  from  the  commencement  of  Christianity :  but 
only  that  the  use  of  both  kinds  had  not  been  uncommon  from  the  com- 
mencement of  Christianity:  licet  ab  iniUo  chrisUaos  religionis  non  tn.« 
frequens  utriusque  specie!  usus  (uisset« 


^  -me  ^ 

baptism  should  be  administered,  but  the  subject  te 
whom  it  may  be  administered.  The  baptism  of  an  in- 
fant is,  in  the  church  of  England,  as  much  a  sacrament 
as  the  baptism  of  an  adult.  Now,  according;  to  the 
catechism,  the  sacraments  have  been  ordained  by 
Clirist."*  The  church  then  is  not  here  at  liberty  to 
use  her  discretion.  Unless  she  teach  that  infant 
baptism  was  ordained  by  Christ,  she  cannot  teach 
that  it  is  a  sacrament  ;t  and  if  she  teach,  that  it  was 
ordained  by  Christ,  she  cannot,  consistently  with  her 
own  principles,  look  for  the  proof  of  it  in  tradition. 
To  do  BO,  is  to  confess,  that  the  scripture  does  not 
contain  the  whole  doctrine  of  Christ,  and  consequently 
is  not  the  only  rule  of  our  faith. 

3.  I  shall  now  proceed  to  a  subjectof  still  greater  im- 
portance. According  to  the  church  of  England,  the 
doctrines  peculiar  to  Christianity  are  to  he  derived 
from  no  other  source  than  the  canonical  books  of  the 
New  Testament.  But  whence  are  we  to  learn,  what 
books  are,  and  what  are  not,  canonical  ?  We  know 
that  books,  which  in  the  first  ages  laid  claim  to  scrip- 
tural authority,  are  not  in  the  canon;  such  as  the  gos- 
pel according  to  the  Hebrews,  or  according  to  the 
apostle's,  the  memoirs  by  the  apostles,  so  often  quoted 
by  Justin  Martyr,  and  different  tracts  under  the  names 
(rf*  Peter,  Paul,  Matthias,  and  other  apoBtles.  We 
know  also,  that  several  books,  the  authority  of  which 
was  controverted  in  the  first  ages,  are  now  in  the  ca- 
OOQ ;  such  as  the  Epistle  of  St.  James,  the  Epistle  of 
St.  Jude,  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  the  Second 
Epistle  of  St.  Peter,  the  second  and  third  of  St.  John, 
and  the  Book  of  ReTelations.J  Whence  then  did  the 
church  of  England  derive  her  canon  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament? That  it  was  not  from  scripture,  is  evident; 

*  Chotch  Cstediisni. 

f  Id  Bpbakiug  qf  the  ncmueDts  Id  the  Catholie  churoh.  Dr.  Manb 

fcTbt  iis  (p.  193,  note  24)  Ifaat,  acoorditig  to  out  dodrins,  InpUsm,  eno- 

'  iRniiBiloD,  the  cuchartst,  penance,  and  extreme  unelion,  ue  all  sacn- 

tawts  neCes'ary  finr  salvation  to  each  indindual.     Wfaeie  couM  k*  m- 

'qnire  thifi  inrorniaUon ! 

t  See  Euub.  f  list  Eucl.  I  iii  e.  3. 2-lt 
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but  tilat  it  was  from  tradition,  must  be  admitted  on  the 
tery  eonfedsion  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  thetnselves. 

In  the  sixth  article  we  are  told,  that  "  in  the  name 
of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  are  understood  those  canonical 
books  of  the  Old  arid  New  Testament,  of  whose  autho^ 
rittf  was  never  any  doubt  in  the  church  of  God.'^  Here 
the  church  of  England,  to  fix  the  canon  of  the  scrip- 
tures, examines  what  has  been  the  doctrine  of  the 
church  respecting  the  authority  of  each  particular 
book  in  all  former  ages.  If  this  be  not  an  appeal  to 
tradition,  it  will  be  diflScult  to  point  out  what  tradi- 
tion is. 

In  the  twentieth  article,  we  are  informed,  that  "  the 
church  is  a  witness,  and  a  keeper  of  holy  writ."  If  it 
be  a  keeper,  it  must  be,  because  God  has  intrusted 
the  scriptures  to  its  care ;  if  it  be  a  witness,  it  is  be- 
cause God  has  appointed  it  to  bear  witness  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  scriptures.  Of  course,  then,  it  is  to  the 
testimony  of  this  keeper  of  holy  writ,  that  is,  to  the 
traditionary  doctrine  of  the  church,  that  we  are  to 
apply  for  the  true  canon  of  the  scriptures. 

br.  Marsh  has,  however,  attempted  to  give  a  dif- 
ferent meaning  to  the  artide :  **  When  we  are  about  to 
establish  the  authenticity  of  St.  Paul's  epistles*  for  in- 
dtance,we  trace  the  quotations  from  them  in  ecclesiastical 
writers,  from  the  present  age  upwards,  till  we  come  to 
the  writers  so  near  to  the  time  when  St.  Paul  lived, 
that  the  epistles  ascribed  to  him,  could  not  have  beeti 
falsely  ascribed  without  their  knowing  it.  In  this 
sense  the  church  is  a  keeper  and  a  witness  of  holy 
writ."  *  In  this  sense  only  ?  Then  the  article  might 
as  well  have  declared,  that  the  church  is  the  witness 
and  keeper  of  every  ancient  writing  extant,  of  which 
the  author  was  a  christian.  "  For  when  we  are  about 
to  establish  the  authenticity  of  the  works  of  Bede,  for 
instance,  we  trace  the  quotations  from  them  in  ecclesi- 
astical writers,  from  the  present  age  upwards,  till  we 
come  to  the  writers  so  near  to  the  time  when  Bede 
lived,    that    the  works  ascribed  to   him,  could  not 

♦  Compftraiivb  View,  p.  146. 
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have  been  falsely  ascribed  without  their  koovriagv 
it."  Id  both  cases  the  process  is  the  same.  If 
in  the  former,  it  constitutes  the  church  a  keeper 
and  a  witoess  of  holy  writ,  in  the  latter  it  equally 
constitutes  the  church  a  keeper  and  witness  of 
the  writings  of  Bede,  or  of  any  other  ancient  writer, 
whose  name  you  chuse  to  substitute  in  the  place  of 
his.  Truly,  if  this  be  the  meaning  of  the  declaration 
in  the  article,  to  insert  it  in  the  creed  of  the  church  of 
England,  was  to  burlesque  the  solemnity  of  doctrinal 
formularies,  and  to  insult  the  judgment  of  the  clergy, 
whose  subscriptions  to  it  are  required. 

But  Dr.  Marsh  thus  proceeds  :  "  To  the  evidence  for 
authenticity,  which  we  thus  obtain,  the  title  of  tradition 
is  sometimes  applied,  because  the  evidence  has  been 
bandeil  down  to  us  from  the  earliest  ages.  But  this  is 
a  tradition  of  testimony,  and  has  no  connexion  what- 
ever with  a  tradition  of  doctrine."*  By  authenticity, 
is  probably  meant  the  fact,  that  the  books  of  scripture 
were  written  by  those  whose  names  they  bear.  But 
it  should  be  observed,  that  the  sixth  article  speaks 
not  oi  authenticity,  but  of  authority,  ("  of  whose  autko^ 
jyty  was  never  any  doubt  in  the  church  :")  and  autho- 
rity, I  presume,  implies  something  more  than  mere  au- 
thenticity. He  who  deposes  to  the  authority  of  a 
I}Ook  of  scripture,  deposes  to  the  inspiration  of  the 
writing,  not  to  the  oame  of  the  writer.  He  testifies.^ 
diat  it  is  the  word  of  God ;  and,  as  such,  Ir  entitted 
tO:  the  authority  which  is  due  to  the  word  of  6od.- 
Tlie  tradition,  therefore,  to  which  the  article  appeals;^ 
i^~  not  a  tradition  of  testimony,  which  has  no  *'con4 
^](ioti  whatever  with  a  tradition  of  doctrine ;"  but  ai 
^udiUon  of  testimony,  which  has  the  most  iotimate 
(^i^nexiim  with  doctrme.  The  testimony  and  the  doc-^ 
^e  cafiDot  be  separated ;  for  it  is  the  testimoayf^ 
V  Xhe  witness  an^  keeper  of  holy  writ,"  teaching,  tbt^ 
t^ertain  book»  are  in  Teality^  and  must  be  received  bf 
^  phrifiti^Qs. ^> ithe  word  pCGod.  ..  .  >; 

^.But  M;  noting,  more  than  ^e  atOkenticity.  of  .tfa» 
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books  of  scripture  can  be  leant  from  traditkm,  to  what 
source  will  Dr.  Marsh  send  us  to  discover  their  inspl* 
ration  ?  He  replies,  that  **  the  inspiration  of  the  scrip-* 
tures  is  a  fact  to  which  no  church,  whether  ancient  or 
modem,  can  bear  witness.  It  is  a  fact  of  which  no 
human  observation  can  take  cognizance.  It  lies  be- 
yond the  reach  of  human  evidence.  It  can  be  proved 
only  by  divine  testimony,  and  consequently  by  scrip-^ 
ture  alone.'' ^  That  the  supernatural  influence,  what- 
ever that  might  be,  which  was  exercised  by  the  divine 
Spirit  over  the  writers  of  the  scriptures,  was  not  an 
object  of  sense,  is  sufficiently  evident;  and,  conse* 
quently,  no  church,  whether  ancient  or  modem,  conid 
bear  witness  to  the  actual  perception  of  that  influence; 
But  this  is  foreign  from  the  purpose.  No  church, 
either  ancient  or  modem,  ever  advanced  any  such  pre- 
tension. Must  we,  therefore,  have  recourse  to  the 
scriptures  themselves,  for  the  proof  of  their  inspiration  f 
As  well  might  we  have  recourse  to  them  for  the  proof 
of  their  authenticity.  If  £>r.  Marsh's  reasoning  ap-* 
plies  in  one  case,  it  also  applies  in  the  other,  ^or 
when  the  scriptures  were  completed,  the  writing  ol 
them  by  the  apostles  was  no  longer  an  object  of  sense. 
It  was  a  fact,  of  which  no  human  observation  could  then 
take  cognizance.  It  was  a  fact,  to  the  actual  existence 
of  which,  after  the  deaths  of  the  first  witnesses,  no 
church,  whether  ancient  or  modern,  could  bear  testi- 
mony. But  it  will  be  said,  that  those  who  received 
from  the  apostles  the  names  of  the  writers,  might  com- 
municate their  information  to  others,  and  that  thus  the 
knowledge  of  the  fact  may  have  been  transmitted  from^ 
generation  to  generation.  Undoubtedly :  but  might  not 
the  apostles  also  inform  their  disciples,  that  the  writings 
of  the  New  Testament  were  inspired  ?  Might  not  these 
disciples,  after  the  deaths  of  their  masters,  deliver  the 
same  information  to  the  rising  generation  ?  One  suppo- 
sition is  certainly  as  possible  as  the  other ;  and,  in  this 
case,  they  would  bear  testimony,  not  to  the  fact  of  the 
inspiration  of  the  scriptures,  as  if  they  had  been  actual 

*  Comparative  View,  p.- 1 47,  note  21 . 
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c^  the  oMriptiimir  wkttb.fdoetnBft  liie^r  liai^^ 
from  ilM  a}N>^toi .  TboBe^wtobeKeraftpftoa^Mick'taAti^ 
iiKmf^  iraoU  telkye^^^  of  the  asiimttviiixWonU 

muiid^mme  would  lutm  suffieient  fooMtatiofi  fn  tikm 
MiiC  thouffhihe  Ik^  itself  of  inipinlikfli  ^  lie  beyond 
tile  fweh  of bumaa. evidence.^  >    t 

r Bjut,  if  weallow  Dtj  IMhrsh  to  wad Oftitoitiie.Bcaq^ 
tunes  tbemeelres  &r  the  :fxoo£  of  their  inspiratko^  vs 
8MkU#  I'£eVt  epe&d  our  laboor  in  a  T^  frqi^^ 
It  is  aitottitted^  that  of  tiie  New  Testemeat  liie  Jour 
sfospels  .form  the  most  valiiaUe  aad  .imftortant  nife 
¥et  whet  i»  there  in  the  scripturas  to  prove  liijaCviiip 
eraiiaspired:?.^  It  is  not  asserted  by  the  ^^vmiekni  theoH 
sel^w  ;>  it  13  not  asserted  by  any  e(: 'the^  othea aamad 
wntensw  Tbe  bocdcs  coitfain  nothings  the  .fcnowiedge 
of  which  necessarily  pne^supposea  iaspiniira^.,:  Tbif 
aie  mere  nanatires  of  the  actifuuiandi  eagringsi  m 
Otfisty  fiuch  aa  we  raiaht  expect  firom  JboMst'aad 
iadu9tsions  oompilen-  They  frnprnthuSiff^v^ 
of  doctrine  <  oe ,  the  aothorny^tfthiawistew^  wi4lii| 
Kttlidef  this  descrij^n  wfaidhthey  cciBiain»  masjiiaum 
been  derired  from  cnral  commnaioafion*  IWlieie  thsa 
is  the  proof,  that  they  are  inspired  writings  ? 

If  we  believe  the  hypothesis  of  Dr.  Marsh  on  the 
origin  of  tbe  three  first  gospels,  the  proof  becomes  still 
more  difficult.  According  to  that  hypothesis,  the  three 
evangelists  collected  their  materials  in  a  similar  man- 
ner. They  all  procured  copies  of  an  original  docu- 
ment, composed  by  some  writer  before  them :  each  of 
these  copies,  in  passing  through  different  hands,  had 
been  enriched  with  occasional  additions  ;^  and  to  the 
additions  was  joined  such  information,  as  each  evan-i 
gelist  had  by  his  own  industry  collected.  Thus  fur- 
nished, they  sat  down,  ignorant  of  each  others  pror 
ceedings,  and  formed  three  histories,  all  agreeing  in 
many  things,  and  all  differing  in  some.  In  liiis  there 
is  certainly  no  very  striking  proof  of  inspiration.  It  is 
nothing  more  than  the  usual  march  of  historians,  whi;^ 
to  their  own  personal  knowledge,  are  anxious  to  add 
whatever  traditionary  information,  written  or  oral,thiey 
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may  be  ieible  to  procure.  Sncfa  writings  are  not  like 
the  writings  of  the  ancient  prophets.  These  foretel,  in 
the  name  of  the  Almighty,  future  events ;  and  the  ac- 
complishment of  their  predictions  is  a  proof  of  their 
claim  to  inspiration.  But  the  three  evangelists  nar- 
rate only  the  actions  and  prophecies  of  another.  They 
shew,  indeed,  if  the  hypothesis  be  true,  the  high  esti- 
mation in  which  they  held  tradition  ;  they  prove,  that 
even  then  it  was  considered  a  legitimate  source  of  re-^ 
ligious  knowledge :  but  as  for  any  claim  to  inspiration 
for  themselves,  they  neither  make  it,  nor  furnish  evi- 
dence on  which  it  rnay  be  founded. 

Dr.  Marsh  observes,  that  St.  Matthew  was  an 
apostle ;  that,  of  course^  whatever  he  wrote,  obtained 
the  sanction  of  an  apostle,  and  must  be  considered  as 
apostolic  doctrine.  Allowing  this  for  the  present,  I 
will  only  ask,  what  is  to  become  of  the  gospels  of  St. 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  ?  These  evangelists  were  not 
apostles ;  they  could  not  impart  the  apostolic  sanction 
to  their  own  writings  ;  nor  does  the  scripture  say  that 
it  was  imparted  to  them  by  any  of  the  apostles.  If 
then  the  claim  of  inspiration  can  be  proved  from  scrip* 
ture  only,  their  works  must  be  excluded  from  the 
number  of  the  inspired  writings,  and  reckoned  among 
the  most  ancient  sources  of  traditionary  doctrine. 

Whatever  has  been  said  of  the  gospel  of  St.  Luke,* 
will  equally  apply  to  his  other  work,  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles.  That  also  must  be  expunged  from  the 
canon  of  the  scriptures,  and  thus  we  shall  be  deprived 
at  once  of  one-third  of  the  New  Testament. 
.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  descend  to  particular  works, 
when  Dr.  Marsh's  principle  equally  affects  the  whole 

*  Incleed  Dr.  Marsh  himself,  in  his  •'  Illustration  of  the  Hypothe- 
sis/^ p.  27.  refers  to  iradiiioH  tor  a  proof  of  the  authority  of  the 
gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke.  In  regard  to  their  ^'  atUhoriiy^ 
the  hypothesis  leaves  those  gospels  in  full  possession  of  the  sanctiou* 
to  which  the  early  fathers  appealed  in  their  behalf:  namely,  that  the 
'  gospel  of  St.  Mark  was  approved  by  the  apostle  6t  Peter,  and  the 
gospel  of  St.  Luke  by  the  apostle  8t.  Paul/^  And  still  he  appeals, 
in  p.  49,  to.  consider  these  testimonies  of  the  fE^theif  to  be  litde 
-better  .t^Mui  reports.  , 
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pietlterj    Pot  hc^  ean  the' wnptnres  jpraTellmrilMi^ 
inspiration  f    It  is  on  their  inspinXlon  thattU  'thcfr 
doctiiiEial*  mntfaority  depends,     lou  must  8he#  that 
theT  are  inspred^-  before  ^on  can  tkdnce  aaihgle  poiltf 
of  acictnne  mm  tiieir  testimony.    If,  in  atteitiptitag'  tgf 
demonstrate  the  inspiration  of  any  book,  yon  pre-sup^ 
pofee  its  inspiration,  yon  fall  hoito  9,  petith  principii ;  ytt#- 
takot  for -granted  what  yon  have  rihdertakeh  to  profeS^ 
tf  yen  do  not  pre-suppose  its  inspiration,  Hien  its  tieih' 
timony  on  that  point  is  of  no  more  anthorftjr  titan  ^ 
testimony  of  anjr  profane  or  ecclesiastical  writer.   'lib' 
claim  to  inspiration .  is  not  to  be  admitted,  b^^fM^^ 
has  bem  advanced :   it  must  be  made  good  by  pMMBlT 
mow  convincing  than-  its  own  assertico.    When  tittf^ 
bldraed  Lord  dedated  himself  to  be  the  sotf  ^of  dtt^' 
Most  High,  he  did  not  require  the  Jews  to  beHere  Hdll* 
on  his  mere  word:  he  appealed  to  his  miraeletf  irtdj^t' 
proved  the  tnitfa  trf":  hiff  wordtf.  :^^  If  I  had^notdliha 
utiong.  them,'-  says  he^  <^  the  worksi^hich'ttDne -etf^ 
iliaa  did;  they  had  not  had  sm/'    iillite  the  a|kMrttal* 
prbdaioied  themselves  themiaifilters  of  the  Mettti9l/iV^ 
was  by  the  wonders  which  they  worked,  that  tiM^ 
proved  the  truth  of  their  pretensions.     **  The  Loird, 
says  St,  Mark,  "  working  with  them,  and  confirming 
the  word  with  signs  following."    To  prove  then  the 
inspiration  of  the  scriptures,  you  must  derive  yoor 
proof  from  some  other  source  than  the  scriptures  them- 
selves.— In  short,  according  to  Dr.  Marsh,  inspiration 
is  *'  a  fact  which  can  be  proved  only  by  divine  testi- 
mony f '  consequently  then,  as  the  scriptures,  till  yon 
have  shewn  them  to  be  inspired,  cannot  be  considered' 
as  divine  testimony,  they  cannot  be  taken  to  prove 
their  own  inspiration. 

Nor  will  it  better  the  case,  to  have  recourse  to  what 
Dr.  Marsh  ingeniously  styles  the  "  tradition  of  testi- 
mony ;"  the  historic  evidence  that  the  books  of  scrip- 
ture were  written  by  those  whose  names  they  hesr. 
Whether  this  be  certain  or  not,  mattera  little.  The 
preceding  reasoning  will  apply  again*  The  inspiration 
of  the  writing,  or  of  the  writer,  is  the  same  thing.    If 
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the  testimony  of  the  scriptwe  cannot,  ai»  hai$  been 
shewn/ prove  its  own  inspiration^  it  cannot  prove  the 
inspiration  of  those  who  wrote  it.  • 
'  Perhiaps  it  may  be  said  that  the  writers  appear,  from 
the- tradition  of  testimony,  to  have  been  the  apostles  of 
Christ;  that  they  were  under  the  guidance  of  the 
Holy  Spirit ;  that  they  could  not  teach  a-  false  doc^ 
trine;  and  that  of  course  their  writings  must  have 
been  inspired.  But  whence  is  all  this  information 
obtained  ?  If  from  the  tradition  of  testimony,  it  is 
then  false  that  the  inspiration  of  the  scripture  can  be 
proved  from  scripture  only :  if  from  the  scripture,  then 
yoii  must  prove  its  inspiration,  before  you  can  exact 
the  belief  of  the  reader  to  such  assertions.  Hence  I 
conclude  -  that,  to  determine  the  canon  or  the  inspira 
tion  of  the  scripture  from  the  scripture  alone,  is  im- 
practicable :  the  knowledge  of  both  must  be  derived 
from  tradition. 

These  instances  (more,  were  it  necessary,  might  be 
adduced)  will  suffice  to  shew,  that  even  the  founders 
of  the  church  of  England,  how  fiercely  soever  they 
might  declaim  against  the  authority  of  tradition,  were 
unable  to  frame  their  own  creed  without  recourse  to 
its  assistance ;  and  may  satisfy  the  impartial  reader, 
that  the  New  Testament,  though  it  be  the  word  of 
God,  was  not  composed  with  the  view  of  furnishing 
one  sole  and  entire  rule  of  Christian  faith.  Here  then 
I  maj  venture  lo  call  the  attention  of  Dr.  Marsh  to 
the  mquiry,  which  I  suggested  at  the  commencement 
of  this  tract.  Have  not  the  reformed  churches,  by  re- 
jecting the  authority  of  tradition,  destroyed  in  effect 
the  authority  of  scripture,  taken  away  the  certainty  of 
religious  belief,  and  undermined  the  veiy  foundations  of 
Christianity?   For —  ' 

1st.  If  the  foregoing  observations  are  well-founded, 
the  written  does  not  contain  the  whole  of  the  unwritten 
word.  Those  then,  who  derive  their  religious  opinions 
from  the  written  word  only,  can  have  no  security  that 
th^y  profess  **  all  things  whatsoever  Christ  command- 
ed-^his  apostles'' to  teach. 

:2d.  By  rejecting  tibe  authority  of  tradition^  they 

F   F 
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bave  rejected  the  only  rational  means  of  proving  the 
inspiration  of  the  scriptures.  Now,  unless  the  scrip- 
tures be  inspired,  their  authority  is  of  no  higher  order 
than  that  of  other  ancient  writii^.  No  doctrine  can, 
with  security,  be  drawn  from  them.  So  far  are  they 
iixnn  being  the  only  rule  of  faith,  that  they  become  no 
xu\e  at  all. 

.  ^,  But  if  the  un¥nritten  word  have  no  autiliority,  and 
the  written  word  be  deprived  of  its  claim  to  insfnratiop, 
what  is  to  be  the  fate  of  Christianity  ?  It  will  remain 
without  any  support.  It  will  not  have  where  to  rest 
its  foot. 

4th.  Christianity  is  not  a  confused  mass  of  opinions 
and  conjectures,  but  a  regular  system  of  revealed  doc- 
trine, to  which  our  blessed  Lord  requires  a  full  and 
Bince^e  assent.    When  he  delivered  their  commissioD 
to  his  apostles,  he  bade  them  teach  all  things,  whatso- 
ever he  had  commanded  them,  and  denounced  the 
severest  punishment  against  the  man  who  shoidd  riefuse 
to  believe.    Now  it  appears  to  me,  independentiy ,  of 
the  foregoing  consideration,  impossible  for  any  one,  on 
Protestant  grounds,  to  acquire  such  a  knowledge  of 
these  doctrines,  as  to  be  warranted  in  giving  to  them 
a  full  and  sincere  assent : — and  that  for  this  reason, 
that  the  doctrines  of  scripture  are  susceptible  of  va- 
rious and  opposite  interpretations.    A  code  of  law, 
which  should  be  differently  explained  in  every  court, 
could  not  be  deemed  a  law  proper  for  the  regulation  of 
our  conduct ;  and  a  rule  of  faith,  which  has  a  different 
meaning  in  every  province,  I  had  almost  said,  in  every 
family,  cannot  be  a  rule  to  determine  our  belief.    To 
deny  that  the  doctrines  of  scripture  are  susceptible  of 
different  interpretations,  would  be  to  give  the  lie  to  the 
experience  or  nearly  three  centuries,  and  to  seal  our 
eyes  against  all  that  is  passing  around  us.   For  whence, 
if  not  from  this  source,  have  arisen  all  those  discordant 
opinions,  those  contradictory  creeds,  those  races  of 
fanatics,  that  have  distinguished  and  disgraced  the 
Reformation  ?    The  principle,  that  the  scripture  is  the 
only  rule  of  faith,  gave  birth  to  all  this  confusion. 
Vr6fi  the  moment  that  it  was  established,  the  flood- 
^  gates  of  error  and  folly  were  thrown  open  :  each  en- 
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fhusiast  was  raised  into  an  apostle :  and  every  doctrine, 
which  had  fonnerly  been  deemed  essential  to  Chris- 
tianity, was  exposed  to  doubt  and  cavil.  Nor  did  the 
mischief  end  here.  If  the  reformers  spumed  the 
authority  of  the  Catholic  church,  venerable  as  she  was 
with  the  hoar  of  ages,  their  disciples  in  their  turn 
have,  with  still  greater  reason,  spumed  the  authority 
of  their  upstart  fathers.  They  have  dividfed  and  sub- 
divided themiselves  into  sects  without  number :  and  of 
those,  who  are  still  held  together  by  a  nominal  assent 
to  certain  articles,  the  greater  part  are  indifferent  to 
their  meaning,  and  the  rest  explain  them,  some  in  one 
dense  and  some  in  another.  All  appeal  equally  to  the 
scriptures :  hosts  of  texts  are  marshalled  in  hostile 
array  against  each  other ;  and  the  word  of  God  is  made 
to  say  and  unsay,  to  prove  and  disprove,  whatever  may 
seem  proper  to  the  opposite  parties. 

Nor  let  it  be  said,  that  these  differences  of  opinion 
aire  confined  to  matters  of  little  consequence.  It  is 
not  for  matters,  which  they  think  of  little  consequence, 
that  men  separate  from  communion  with  each  other. 
Nor  can  it  be  of  little  consequence  to  determine,  whe- 
ther there  are  three  persons,  or  only  one  person,  in 
God:  whether  Christ  be  traly  God,  or  a  mere  crea- 
ture ;  whether  he  suffered  death  to  atone  for  the  sins, 
Or  to  leave  an  example  for  the  conduct  of  man ;  whether 
the  baptism  of  children  be  valid  or  invalid ;  whether 
'*  the  office  of  bishops  hath  any  warrant,  ground,  or 
ttuthority  in  scripture ;  or,''  as  is  asserted  by  the  church 
6f  Scotland,  "  hath  been  brought  in  by  the  folly  and 
:  corraption  of  men's  inventions,  to  the  great  overthrow 
'  of  the  kirk  of  God,*'*  On  all  these,  and  on  many 
Other  subjects,  the  affirmative  and  negative  have  beeii 
liiaintained  in  the  numerous  creeds  of  the  reformed 
churches.  Certainly  then,  it  must  be  confessed  that 
the  scriptures  are  susceptible  of  various  interpretations ; 
and  that,  to  be  made  a  rale  of  truth  and  not  of  error, 
they  must  be  explained  by  some  authority,  fh)m  whose 
decision  there  can  be  no  appeal. 

*  Arts,  of  Gmu  AseemUy  at  Dandeo,  1080,  Sess.  ir.  2. 
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But  does  there  exist  any  such  authority  under  the 
Reformation?  If  we  may  believe  the  church  of  Eng- 
land, there  does.  Its  founders,  anxious  to  restrain 
jicentiousness  of  opinion  among  their  followers,  decreed 
in  the  twentieth  article,  that"  the  church  hath  authority 
bt  controversies  of  faith."  This  was  a  bold  and  danger- 
ous measure.  It  was  an  act  of  self-condemnation ; 
as  it  legalized  the  sentence,  which  had  been  pronounced 
against  them  by  the  Catholic  church,  when  they  begau 
.to  dogmatize.  It  was  an  act  of  tyranny  over  their  dis- 
cijiles ;  as  it  took  from  those  disciples  the  right  of 
private  judgment,  at  the  very  moment  it  was  exercised 
by  their  teachers.  To  excuse  or  justify,  in  this  re- 
spect, the  fathers  of  their  faith,  has  long  been  a  difficult 
task  for  the  divines  of  the  church  of  England.  Dr. 
Marsh  Is  dissatisfied  with  the  attempts  of  his  predeces- 
sors. To  inquire,  whether  his  labours  have  been  more 
successful,  would  lead  me  from  the  present  subject. 
It  is  sufficient  for  me,  that  he  explains  the  meaning  of 
the  article  to  be,  that,  when  the  sense  of  scripture  is 
disputed,  the  authority  which  is  to  determine  the  con- 
troversy, resides  in  the  church.  Thus,  he  adds,  "  at 
the  time  of  the  Ttefonnat'ton,  the  seme  of  scripture  with 
regard  to  various  doctrines  teas  disputed.  The  convocation, 
therefore,  which  is  our  highest  judicial  authority  in  spiri- 
tual concerns,  as  the  judges  are  our  highest  judicial  autho-. 
rittf  in  temporal  concerns,  assembled  ^md  determined,  in  tk 
name  of  the  cht^h  which  it  rep^a&Uedt  what  the  sense  ^ 
scrmtuiv,  in  regard  to  the  dis^Ued points,  really  was."* 

But  here,  it  will  not  be  impertinent  to  inquire  whence 
the  convocation  derived  its  authority ,  to  detenoioe;  . 
what  the  sense  of  scripture  rea%  icas.  From  i«fi0 
church  which  it  represented  ?  That  church  might  On 
deed  engage  to  acquiesce  in  the  deci^on :  but  such  en- 
gaxement  would  not  prove  that  the  conyocation  ha£| 
auuiority  to  determine  the  real  sense  of  scripture :  it 
would  merely  prove  that  the  members  of  the  churcbi 
unable  to  understand  the  meaning  of  their  ojitly  riile 
of  faith,  were  fain  to  substitute  in  its  place  the  mtcr^ 
pretation  of  men  as  fallible  as  thdnselves.     ^as  it 
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then  from  the  state  ?  The  state  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  religious  opinion.  It 
may,  indeed,  delegate  certain  persons  to  form  a  doc- 
trinal code,  which  shall  iniitle  its  professors  to  civil 
honours  and  civil  emoluments;  but  it  cannot  invest 
them  with  the  right  to  discover,  nor  consequently 
with  the  authority  "  to  determine  what  the  sense  of 
scripture  really  is.*'  The  comparison  between  the 
convocation  and  the  judges, does  not  hold.  The  legis- 
lator makes  the  laws,  and  may  appoint  the  judges  to 
expound  them:  the  legislator  did  not  write  the 
scriptures,  nor  can  it  impart  to  others  the  right  to  de- 
cide on  their  true  meaning. 

But,  does  this  authority,  to  determine  what  the  sense 
of  scripture  really  is,  reside  in  the  convocation  of  the 
church  of  England  alone  ?  No :  "  the  Protestants  of 
Germany y  (says  Dr.  Marsh)  acted  in  the  same  manner 
with  resect  to  the  confession  of  Augsburgh  ;  the  Protest- 
ants of  Switzerland  acted  in  the  same  manner  mtk- 
respect  to  the  Helvetic  confession;  the  Protestants  of 
Holland  acted  in  the  same  manner  with  respect  to  the- 
confession  of  Dordrecht ;  and  so  must  all  churches  act, 
without  exception''^  To  make  this  enumeration  more 
complete,  there  might  also  have  been  noticed  the  two 
confessions  of  the  Protestants  of  Scotland,  the  two 
confessions  of  the  Protestants  of  France,  the  two 
confessions  of  the  Protestants  of  Poland,  the  five  con- 
fessions of  the  Protestants  of  Switzerland,  and  the 
confessions,  without  number,  of  the  Protestants  of 
Germany.  All  these  confessions  determined  what 
the  sense  of  scripture  really  was,  and  all  were 
issued  by  the  authority  of  synods  or  convocations. 
Were  then  the  determinations  all  alike  ?  No :  almost 
always  different,  frequently  contradictory.  The  rea/ 
sense  of  scripture  constantly  varied  with  the  standard 
of  local  orthodoxy.  It  was  one  thing  in  England, 
another  in  Scotland,  a  third  at  Aug  burg,  and  so  in 
rotation.  This  variation  alone  is  a  sufficient  proof, 
that  they  were  not  competent  to  determine  the  real 

*  Comparative  Viow,  p.  165. 
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sense  of  the  scripture.  They,  might,  indeed,  ptiblish 
to  the  world  their  own  collective  opinions,  and  leave 
it  to  the  judgment  of  their  disciples  to  adopt  them  or 
not.  But  if  they  pretended  to  any  thing  more,  they 
arrogated  to  themselves  an  authority,  to  which  ,th^ 
had  no  claim ;  and  violated  the  first  and  favourite  prin- 
ciple of  the  Reformation,  by  adding  to  the  word  of 
God  their  own  fallible  interpretation  as  a  rule  of  faith. 

If  then,  to  determine  what  is  the  real  sense  of  scrip- 
ture, is  beyond  the  competency  of  synods,  does  it  be- 
long to  each  individual?  1st.  This  right  of  private 
judgment,  so  universally  claimed  in  the  reformed 
churches,  receives  no  countenance  from  the  sacred 
writings.  They  teach  that  it  is  the  duty  of  private 
individuals  to  obey,  not  their  privilege  to  judge. — 
2d.  It  is  a  claim  devoid  of  probability.  For  it  is  idle 
to  expect  from  the  sagacity  of  individuals,  what  is 
above  the  wisdom  of  synods  and  convocations.  3d.  It 
is  contradicted  by  our  knowledge  of  human  natiure. 
For  the  great  majority  of  mankind  are  evidently  un- 
equal to  the  task :  ana  the  best  and  wisest  of  men, 
when  they  reflect  how  liable  they  are  to  error  on  other 
subjects,  and  that  their  opinions  on  this  are  opposed 
by  the  opinions  of  numbers  equal  in  judgment  to 
themselves,  must  learn  to  distrust  their  own  determi- 
nations,  and  be  content  to  rely  on  conjecture,  rather 
than  on  certainty.  4th.  It  is,  as  has  been  already 
shewn,  the  parent  of  fanaticism  and  error.  It  has 
called  in  question,  or  perverted  every  dogma  of  Chris- 
tianity. It  yearly  multiplies  sects,  and  invents  doc- 
trines. To  its  partizans  may  be  transferred,  what  i 
was  said  by  an  ancient  writer  of  the  sages  of  pagan  " 
Greece :  that  no  opinion  can  be  imagined  so  absurd, 
as  not  to  have  been  taught  by  some  of  these  pretended 
apostles. 

But  if  neither  the  judgment  of  individuals,  nor  the 
decision  of  synods,  can  determine  with  certainty  the 
real  sense  of  the  scripture  in  the  reformed  churches, 
it  may  be  fairly  inferred,  that  the  scripture  alone  is 
not  to  them  a  certain  rule  of  faith ;  and  that  those 
who  admit  no  other  rule,  cannot  possess  any  rational 
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security,  that  their  religious  creed  is  perfeotly  con- 
formable to  the  doctrine  of  our  Saviour. 

In  conclusion,  should  there  occur  in  the  preceding 
pages,  any  expression  which  may  be  deemed  disre- 
spectful to  the  books  of  the  New  Testament,  let  it  once 
mt>re  be  remembered,  that  it  was  employed  in  argu- 
ing on  the  hypothesis  of  my  adversaries.  It  is  my 
conviction,  that  each  of  these  books  was  written  under 
the  superintendence  of  the  divine  Spirit,  and  is  to 
be  received  as  the  word  of  God;  but,  at  tiie  same 
time,  I  am  persuaded,  that,  to  hold  up  th^se  occa- 
sional tracts  as  the  whole,  and  only  rule  of  religious 
belief,  is  to  exhibit  them  in  a  light,  derogatory  from 
the  wisdom  of  the  deity,  and  injurious  to  the  cause  of 
Christianity. 
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In  my  "  Review  of  certain  Anti-catholic  Publieip 
tionsy'*  1  had  made  some  remarks  on  the  third  canoiutf 
l!he  fourth  councU  of  Lateran.  As  these  hai^.  beet 
noticed  by  Dr.  Marsh,  1  may  be  allowed  once  miNre 
to  return  to  that  subject. 

Dr,  Marsh  maintains,  1st,  that  the  provisions  of  the 
canon  include  all  who  dissent  from  the  church  of  Rome 
at  the  present  day,  as  well  as  in  former  ages  ;  and,  Jd, 
that  they  include  sovereigns,  such  as  the  king  of  En- 
gland, no  less  than  feudatory  lords. 

On  the  first  head  he  complains,  that  I  have  inserted 
in  my  translation  of  the  canon,  the  word  "  Albigenses,** 
which  does  not  occur  in  the  original.  I  must  reply, 
that  the  passage  in  my  tract  was  not  meant  for  a  trans- 
lation, but  for  a  summary  of  the  meaning  of  the  canon. 
The  word  "  Albigenses''  is,  indeed,  not  to  be  found  in 
the  original :  but  the  words  **  hcec  haeretica  fceditas,** 
are  to  be  found  there.  Now  the  hcec  haeretica  fceditas 
appeared  to  me  to  be  the  errors  previously  condemned 
in  the  first  and  second  canons,  viz.  those  of  the  Albi- 
genses,  and  of  Almeric  and  Joachim :  and,  as  the  two 
latter  had  but  few  followers,  and  as  the  design  of  the 
framers  of  the  canon,  if  we  may  believe  historians,  was 


441 

# 

to  put  down  the  Albigense^,  I  did  hot  conceive  I  should 
distort  the  meaning  of  the  drigitifill  by  making  me  of 
that  word.  If  Dr.  Marsh  object,  that  by  hac  haeretica 
foeditas  should  be  und^stood  *'  universi  haeretici,  qui- 
buscunque  nominibus  censeantur : "  (Ibid). — I  might 
answer,  that  these  very  words  are  to  be  explained  by 
those  immediately  preceding, "  ad  versus  hanc  sahctam,  • 
orthodoxam,  catholicam  fidem,  quam  superius  exposui-' 
mus  */*  or  that  they  could  only  include  the  different 
sects,  which  existed  at  the  time.  But  the  point  is  not 
worth  discussion :  for,  if  the  church  ever  possessed 
any  inherent  right  to  make  such  a  law  against  one  sect, 
it  must  still  possess  it  against  another.  The  truths 
however,  is,  that  it  never  possessed  it :  and  this  we 
have  declared  to  be  our  belief  upon  our  oaths.  If, 
then,  it  can  be  shewn,  that  councils  have  issued  de- 
crees trenching  upon  temporal  rights,  we  say  that  these 
decrees  possessed  no  authority  without  the  concur- 
rence of  the  temporal  power.  In  the  states  of  the 
Pope,  and  of  those  bishops,  who  were  temporal  princes, 
they  might  be  immediately  put  in  execution :  in  others 
they  were  of  no  avail. 

On  the  second  head,  to  prove  that  the  canon  in- 
cluded sovereigns.  Dr.  Marsh  appeals  to  the  words, 
sseculares  potestates,  quibuscunque  fungantur  officiis, 
than  which  he  observes,  no  expression  can  be  more 
general,  (p.  221.)  But  **  potestates,"  in  the  language 
of  that  age,  meant  not  sovereigns,  but  those  magis- 
trates  to  whom  was  intrusted  the  power  of  executing 
the  laws:  and  its  Italian  representative  *^ podesta,^^ 
still  retains  the  same  signification.  This  is  also  plain 
from  the  accompanying  words,  quibmcunqiie  fungantur 
o^ciis :  and  from  the  parallel  passage  in  the  constitu- 
tion of  Frederic,  **  potestates,  consules,  seu  rectores, 
quibuscunque  fungantur  officiis.'^  This  emperor  pro- 
ceeds to  impose  on  them  the  obligation  of  taking  the 
prescribed  oath,  under  the  penalty  of  I'emoval  from 
office,  and  the  revocation  of  all  the  judgments  which 
they  may  pronounce  :  alioquin  nee  pro  potestatibus  nee 
pro  consulibus  habeantur,  et  eorum  sententias  ex  tunc 
ifi'itas  declaramus  et  inanes.'^    Certainly,  no  man  can 
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thi^  that  thepotestaiesp  with  respect  to  whom  Vtedmc 
could  public  such  a  law,  were  independent  sove- 
reigns* 

.  JDr.  Marsh  urges,  moreover,  the  clause,  *'  eadem 
nihilominus  lege  servata  circa  eos  qui  non  habent 
dominos  principales." — ''  For,  surely,"  he  observes, 
\'  lords,  who  have  no  principals,  must  themselves  he 
piincipal  lords/'  (p.  220.)  That,  however,  they  were 
not  sovereigns,  is  evident ;  for  the  constitation  of 
Frederic  could  only  include  subjects,  and  yet  it  in-- 
eludes,  ^*  eos,  qui  non  habent  dominos  principales.'" 
indeed,  it  is  hardly  possible  that  the  council  eodd 
iiave  meant  sovereigns  by  such  a  designation.  To 
describe  them  in  an  official  document  by  the  term  of 
**  persons  not  having  principal  lords,''  would  have 
been  as  extraordinary,  as  if  his  present  majesty  were 
to  be  described  in  an  act  of  parliament  by  the  stile  of 
**  one  not  having  a  principal  lord  in  the  united  king- 
dom." Dr.  Marsh,  however,  is  unwilling  that  the  ex- 
pression should  mean  the  possessors  of  frank-allodial 
property:  and  draws  a  distinction  between  tenere  a 
domino  principali,  and  habere  dominum  principalem^ 
But  the  distinction  is  ims^nary,  when  these  expres- 
sions regard  the  tenure  of  land.  Tenere  a  domino 
principali  ratione  soli,  and  habere  dominnm  principalem 
'  ratione  soli,  mean  the  same  thing.  Now  this  is  the 
case  in  the  canon,  which  deprives  the  delinquent  of 
his  land,  whether  he  hold  it  of  a  superior  lord,  or  not: 
but,  in  the  first  case,  reserves  the  right  of  the  superior 
lord,  which  in  the  second  it  could  not. 

In  copying  the  constitution  of  Frederic,  I  am  accused 
by  Dr.  Marsh  of  two  mistakes :  of  having  substituted 
principalis  for  temporalis  in  one  place,  and  of  having 
omitted  temporalis  in  another.  The  quotation  was 
procured  for  me  by  a  friend,  nor  was  I  then  aware  that 
the  constitution  had  been  differently  printed  by  differ- 
ent editors.  I  have  since  learned,  that  in  the  editbn 
of  Goldastus,  Francof  ad  Moen,  1615,  the  passages  are 
printed  as  they  are  cited  by  Dr.  Marsh  :  but  that  in 
the  Corpus  Juris  Civilis,  Parisiis,  1576 ;  and,  in  Dupin, 
De  antiqua  eccl.  disciplina.  Par.  1686,  p.  576,  they 
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are  printed  a6  they  kaye  been  cited  by  me.  Th6  dif^ 
ference,  however,  i9  the  words^willmsuce  no  difference 
in  the  reasoning :  and,  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  the  reading 
which  I  have  followed,  is  the  better :  as  it  is  more  in- 
telligible, is  conformable  to  that  of  the  canon,  and  is 
perfectly  accordant  with  the  jurisprudence  of  the  age. 

Before  I  leave  this  subject,  I  may  obsenre,  that  a 
decree  of  the  council  of  Trent,  quoted  by  Dr.  Marshy 
will,  perhaps,  throw  some  light  upon  it*  It  i»  the 
nineteenth  of  the  twenty-fifth  session,  and  was  made 
against  those  who  assigned  places  in  their  domains  for 
public  duels,  not  those  who  merely  **  suffered  duel-' 
ling,"  as  Dr.  Marsh  represents  it :  qui  locum  ad  mo« 
nomachiam  in  terns  suis  inter  Christianos  concesserint. 
It  deprives  them  of  their  jurisdiction  and  domain  in 
that  place^  if  they  hold  it  of  the  church,  **  quod  ab 
ecclesia  obtinent :''  and  adds,  ''  si  feudalia  sint,  di-^ 
rectis  dominis  statim  acquirentur."  From  this  distinc- 
tion, it  is  not  improbable  that  those,  who  in  the  camm 
of  the  Lateran  council  are  described  as  not  having 
principal  lords,  were  those  n^ho  held  their  lands  imme* 
diately  of  the  church. 

Much  of  the  remainder  of  Dr.  Marsh's  reasoning, 
in  this  chapter,  is  novel  and  interesting.  1st.  He  de- 
nies that  there  is  any  distinction  between  the  obliga- 
tion of  canons  relating  to  discipline,  and  the  obligation 
of  canons  relating  to  doctrines :  and  asserts,  that  the 
Irish  Catholic  clergy,  on  their  appointment  to  bene-" 
fices,  swear  to  the  observance  of  both.  This  is  rather 
extraordinary :  since,  it  is  a  well-knovm  fact,  that  in 
five  of  the  Irish  dioceses,  and  the  wardinate  of  Gal- 
way,  the  discipline  of  the  council  of  Trent  has  nevef 
been  received.  Are  the  clergy  of  these  dioceses  to  be 
considered  as  perjured  ?  But  on  what  does  Dr.  Mainsh 
found  his  opinion?  On  these  words  of  their  oath. 
Ceetera  item  omnia  a  sacris  canonibus,  et  oecumenicis^ 
conciliis,  ac  prsecipue  a  sacrosancta  tridentina  synodo 
tradita,  definita,  et  declarata,  indubitanter  recipio  at- 
que  profiteer.  But  here  is  not  one  word  regarding 
discipline.  The  words  tradita,  definita,^  declarata,  are 
so  many  technical  terms,  if  I  may  so .  call  them,  re- 


garding  doctrine.  The  iustrument  itself  is  a  profession 
of  the  Catholic  doctrine,  professiojidei,  and  in  the  very 
sentence  immediately  following  the  passage  quoted 
by  Dr.  Marsh,  it  is  called  hanc  veram  catholicara/fl'm] 

Dr.  Marsh's  next  discovery  is  still  more  extraordi- 
nary. "  There  cannot  be  a  doubt,"  he  tells  us,  "  that 
ordiiie,"  (in  the  clause,  salvo  meo  ordvie,  inserted  in  the 
oath  taken  by  Cathohc  bishops)  means,  "ordine  mo- 
nastico."  In  taking  an  oath  of  obedience  to  the  pope, 
"  It  was  deemed  necessary  to  stipulate,  that  such 
obedience  {for  it  seldom  happened  that  a  man  was 
consecrated  bishop,  who  had  not  previously  belonged 
to  some  monastic  order),  should  not  prejudice  tlie 
privileges  of  his  own  order."  (p.  236,  note.)  It  will 
certainly  excite  a  smile  in  Catholic  prelates,  who 
never  belonged  to  any  monastic  institute,  to  be  told 
that  they  have  upon  oath  professed  themselves  monks. 
But  the  mistake  may  be  excused  in  a  writer,  who  is 
not  acquainted  with  the  peculiar  language  of  Catholics, 
When  a  bishop  speaks  of  his  own  order,  he  under- 
stands his  order  in  the  hierarchy— the  episcopal  order: 
and  the  words,  salvo  meo  ordine,  means,  saving  what 
becomes  the  cJtaracter  and  rights  of  a  christian  bishop. 
No  one  ever  pretended,  as  Dr.  Marsh  supposes,  that 
this  clause  was  lately  "  inserted,  for  the  purpose  of 
saving  allegiance  to  the  kings  of  England.  It  is  pro- 
bably as  ancient  as  the  oath  itself:  but  it  shows  that 
the  bishop  is  bound  by  his  oath  to  nothing  repugnant 
to  the  episcopal  character,  and  consequently  to  no- 
thing inconsistent  with  his  allegiance.* 

But  the  most  amusing  of  all  these  discoveries,  is, 
the  creation  of  an  independent  "  popedom"  in  Russia, 
"  by  a  master-piece  of  policy  in  the  Empress  Catha- 
rine." (p.  245,  249.)  Let  Dr.  Marsh,  however,  re- 
vert to  the  sources  from  which  he  derived  his  infor- 
mation, and  he  will  then  learn,  what  he  seems  to  have 


•  Will  Dr.  Marsli  condpscend  to  review  whal  he  bas  written,  p.  2 10, 
(tod  Bay,  whetl;er  he  has  not,  iiiadvertenlly,  attributed  lo  the  expressions 
of  the  Irish  archbishops,  aneauiug  most  foreign  from  that  which  those 
rxprcssioDs  naturally  convey  ? 
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overlooked,  that  the  courts  of  Petersburgh  and  Rome, 
understood  each  other  in  this  transaction :  that  the 
Russian  government  has  an  agent  at  Rome  for  the  ex- 
pedition of  ecclesiastical  business  :  that  if  the  Empress 
erected  Mohilow  into  an  archiepiscopal  see,  on  her 
side,  the  pope  erected  it  into  one  also  on  his :  that  if 
she  named  Stanislaus  Tsches  Tschersovich  to  that 
dignity,  the  pope  gave  him  the  usual  faculties  of  in- 
stitution :  that  the  Nuncio  Archetti  invested  him  with 
the  pallium,  and  that  he  took  the  usual  oath  of  obedi- 
ence to  the  pope,  in  the  presence,  and  with  the  appro- 
bation of  the  empress.  Yes  :  this  very  Russian  pope 
swore  that  obedience  to  the  Roman  pope,  which  Dr. 
Marsh  declares  cannot  be  done  but  ^*  at  expense  of 
fealty  to  the  sovereign ;"  and  swore  it  too  before  the 
whole  Russian  court,  and  with  the  approbation  of  that 
princess,  who,  as  Dr.  Marsh  also  informs  us,  **  was  one 
of  the  most  profound  politicians  that  ever  sat  upon  a 
throne ! !" 
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The  following  pages  are  devoted  to  the  elucidation 
of  a  subject,  which  has  excited  considerable  attention. 
By  order  of  the  House  of  Commons  there  has  lately 
been  printed  a  voluminous  collection  of  documents, 
purporting  to  contain  ^*  the  laws  and  ordinances  exist- 
ing in  foreign  States,  respecting  the  regulation  of  their 
Roman  Catholic  subjects  on  ecclesiastical  matters,  and 
their  intercourse  with  the  See  of  Rome,  or  any  other 
foreign  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction.''  It  is  apprehended 
that  such  documents,  unaccompanied  with  explana- 
tions, are  calculated  as  much  to  mislead,  as  to  guide, 
the  judgment.  They  relate  to  questions  with  which 
few  persons  in  this  country  are  conversant,  but  which 
involve  in  the  result  the  religious  interests  of  some  mil- 
lions of  British  subjects.  It  will  not  then  be  deemed 
presumptuous  or  disrespectful  in  a  British  Catholic,  if 
he  attempt  to  place  them  in  a  true  light,  by  pointing 
out  their  origin  and  object,  and  by  shewing  how  far 
they  do,  or  do  not,  apply  to  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  in  the  United  Kingdom. 
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4'c.  ^c. 


I. 


Foreign  Ordinances — their  nature  and  tendency. 


Before  the  regulations  existing  in  foreign  states 
with  respect  to  the  concerns  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church,  are  adopted  by  the  legislature  of  this  empire, 
two  questions  deserve  to  be  answered.  1st,  Are  they 
of  such  a  nature  that  Roman  Catholics  may  conscien- 
tiously assent  to  them  ?  2d,  Are  they  of  such  a  nature 
as  to  be  applicable  to  the  situation  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  religion  in  the  British  islands?  For  it  is  cer- 
tainly possible,  that  in  states,  where  the  will  of  the 
prince  is  the  law  of  the  land,  arbitrary  sovereigns  may 
have  invaded  the  religious  as  well  as  the  civil  liberties 
of  their  subjects :  and  it  is  obvious  that  national 
churches,  possessing  splendid  civil  establishments, 
stand  in  a  very  different  situation  from  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  of  the  United  Kingdom,  which  pos* 
sesses  no  civil  establishment  whatsoever. 

1 .  Are  they  of  such  a  nature,  that  Romstn  Catholics 
may  conscientiously  assent  to  them  ?    Of  many  it  is 
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contended  that  they  are  not.  The  office  of  teaching, 
the  administration  of  the  sacraments,  the  right  of 
granting  dispensations,  the  collation  or  extinction  of 
ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  are  all  of  them  spiritual 
matters,  and,  according  to  the  principles  of  Cfatholic 
theology,  beyond  the  competence  of  the  civil  power. 
Yet  it  is  well  known,  that  on  all  these  subjects  foreign 
states  have  occasionally  made  regulations  inconsistent 
with  the  essential  disci{)line  and  doctrine  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church. 

Of  this  assertion  sufficient  proof  is  furnished  at  the 
very  commencement  of  the  collection,  where  Austria 
and  its  Italian  dependencies  occupy  one  hundred  and 
twenty  pages.  But  what  do  tihiese  pages  contain? 
The  ancient  regulations,  which  for  centuries  preserved 
harmony  between  the  Church  and  State  in  that  power- 
ful empire  ?  No :  they  offer  us  nothing  but  the 
pretended  reforms  of  the  Emperor  Joseph,  which  were 
afterwards  adopted  and  improved  by  the  National 
Assembly  in  France**  If  soine  ef  them  were  reconcil- 
able, others  were  irreconcilable  with  Catholic  princi- 
ples. The  emperor  might  indeed  enforce  them  by 
pains  and  penalties.  His  right  to  do  so  was  denied  by 
the  bishops  in  every  part  of  his  dominions :  and  the 
exercise  of  such  disputed  right  was  considered  as  a 
religious  persecution. 

The  character  and  history  of  this  prince  are  well 
known.  Possessed  with  the  mania  of  innovation,  and 
conceiving  that  every  obstacle  must  yield  to  his  im- 
perial authority,  he  formed  the  most  visionary  schemes, 
and  pursued  them  with  a  pertinacity  bordering  upon 
madness.  His  experiments  extended  to  everything; 
to  the  law,  the  army,  the  church,  and  the  constitutions 
of  the  provincial  states.  He  consulted  neither  the  opi- 
nions nor  the  feelings  of  his  subjects.  Institutions  the 
most  ancient  and  most  sacred,  confirmed  by  treaties 

*  This  is  observed  by  his  panegyrist.  Ce  qui  ne  peut  echappor  a 
Tesprit  du  lecteur,  c'est  de  voir  presque  tous  les  plans  de  Tassemblee 
nalionale,  qui  se  tient  actuellement  i.  Paris,  febauches  par  IVmpereUr.— 
ttien  de  plva  ressemblant.    Carracioli,  Vie  de  Joseph,  iu  1 90. 
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3^  q]»arter$,  were  swept  away :  every  remainingv 
vestige  of  the  liberty  of  former  times  was  abolished : 
ajad  4ec;rees  on  all  kinds  of  subjects^  sometimes  indeed 
salutary,  sometimes  absurd  and  impious,  were  issued 
iu  rapid  succ^sion.*  Irritated  by  the  opposition  of 
his  clergy,  he  qoijiceived,  in  1785,  the  idea  of  separating 
Im  dominions  from  the  communion  of  the  Church  of 
Rome.  It  was  the  Chevalier  Azara,  the  Spanish  mi- 
nister at  the  Papal  court,  who  convinced  him  that  his 
subjects  were  not  yet  ripp  for  such  a  measure,  t  He 
therefore  reverted  to  his  former  plans  of  reform,  and 
continued  tp  encroach  on  the  spiritual  authority  of  the 
bisliops.  Jt  w?i3  in  vain  that  the  prelates  of  Austria,  of 
Hungary,  of  Pohemi^^,  of  ^Germany,  and  of  the  Nether- 
lands, prptested  agaii>st  them.  The  remonstrances 
were  treated  with  contempt: J  the  disobedience  of 
§ome  was  punished  witb  fiaes,  of  others  with  exile. 
Many  lost  ?yith  part  of  their  dioceses,  the  greater  por- 
tion of  their  inponxes :  and  all  were  stripped  of  the 
situ94;ioQs  which  they  held  in  the  provincia,l  states.  At 
length  the  effect  pf  his  inflipvations,  civil  and  religious, 
recoiled  uppn  himself.  Austria  was  in  a  ferment: 
Hungary  was  on  the  point  pf  insurrection  :  the  Nether-^ 
l^nds  had  revolted  and  established  their  independence ; 
when  his  death  opportunely  saved  the  moijarchy. 

While  Joseph  was  acting  in  this  manner,  his  brother 
Leopold  was  Grand  Duke  of  Tuscany.  Guided,  per^ 
baps  driven  by  the  emperor,  he  pursued  a  simil?ir 

*  Fox  example  his  catechism,  in  which  children  were  compelled  to 
learn  by  heart  his  decrees  after  the  manner  of  the  decalogue.  "  Thou 
shalt  not  appear  at  processions  with  feathers  in  thy  hat;  thou  shalt  for- 
bear all  occasions  of  dispute  on  matters  of  faith ;  thou  shalt  not  hold  in 
(by  hou^.Qs^femblies  for  the  puipose  of  devotion;  thou  shalt  not  keep 
any  useless  do^;  thou  shalt  not  plant  tobacco  without  the  permissipa 
of  ihy  lord,"  &c.    See  the  Yolkskatechismus,  Ersterbaud,  1785. 

t  Dans  cet  entretien  Joseph  avoit  developpe  avec  une  extreme  cha- 
ietir  un  plan  ^ui  alloit  6tonner  PEurope.  II  ne  s'agissoit  pas  moins  que 
de  ti^Qnipre  areo  la  cour  de  Rome.  II  vouloit  soustraire  ses  sujets  toot- 
^fait  i  Tautorite  pontifioale.  U  rioit  de  ses  foudres.  On  Tappelleroit 
schismatique,  peu  lui  importoit.  See  Mfemoires  Historiques  et  FhiloM>- 
phiques  sur  Pie  VI.  et  son  pontificat,  i.  331.  The  author  is  citizen 
courgoin,  one  of  the  Revolationary  Ambassadors. 

X  Thay  have  been  collected  and  published  in  five  volumes,  8w. 
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course,  and  was  aided  by  the  counsels  of  Ricci,  Bishop 
of  Pistoia.  The  same  edicts  were  published  by  the 
Tuscan  government,  and  equal  opposition  was  made 
by  the  Tuscan  bishops.  In  1787,  the  Grand  Duke 
convoked  a  national  council  at  Florence  to  sanction 
these  innovations.  But  the  influence  of  the  court  was 
ineffectual :  and  out  of  seventeen  prelates,  four  only 
could  be  induced  to  favour  the  measures  of  govern- 
ment. After  nineteen  sessions,  the  assembly  was  dis- 
solved with  marks  of  the  strongest  displeasure  on  the 
part  of  Leopold. 

This  short  statement  will,  it  is  presumed,  warrant 
the  inference,  that  the  religious  edicts  of  Joseph  and 
Leopold  are  entitled  to  very  little  authority  :  that,  if 
they  shew  how  far  an  arbitrary  sovereign  can  sport 
with  the  religious  liberties  of  his  people,  they  do  not 
shew,  as  it  might  be  supposed  they  do,  how  far  a  Ca- 
tholic prince  may  conscientiously  interfere  with  the 
doctrine  and  discipline  of  the  Catholic  church.  To 
adopt  such  ordinances  without  inquiry  or  discrimina- 
tion, would  be  to  sanction  the  encroachments  of  des- 
potism, and  to  convert  the  abuse  of  power  into  the 
legitimate  exercise  of  right. 

In  opposition  to  this  reasoning  may  be  urged,  1.  the 
resolutions  of  the  congress  at  Embs,  2.  the  extracts 
from  some  Catholic  jurists  published  among  the  docu- 
ments, and,  3.  the  fact  that  many  of  Joseph's  regula- 
tions remain  still  in  force.  To  such  objections  the 
answer  is  easy. 

1 .  The  resolutions  of  the  congress  at  Embs  are  of  no 
authority.  They  are  merely  articles  of  a  project 
which  was  never  carried  into  execution.  The  empe- 
ror had  induced  Frederic  d'Erthal,  the  Prince  of  Saxe, 
and  his  own  brother  Maximilian,  who  were  electors  of 
Mentz,  Treves,  and  Cologne,  and  Jerome  of  Colloredo, 
archbishop  of  Saltzburgh,  to  second  him  in  his  plan  of 
reforming  the  church  of  Germany.  Each  of  these  pre- 
lates, in  1786,  clandestinely  sent  an  envoy  to  the  baths 
of  Embs,  a  singular  spot  for  an  assembly  of  such  im- 
portance, as  it  was  a  Lutheran  town  in  which  the 
exercise  of  the  Catholic  religion  was  severely  prohibit- 
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ed.  The  fruit  of  the  congress  was  a  loug  memorial 
of  three  and  twenty  articles,  which  the  electors  pre- 
sented to  the  emperor,  and  which  the  emperor  returned 
to  the  electors,  with  a  request,  that  they  would  procure 
the  signatures  of  the  other  German  prelates.  One 
only  could  be  obtained :  after  some  time  the  very  au- 
thors of  the  plan  began  to  feel  ashamed :  the  Elector 
of  Treves  was  the  first  to  withdraw  from  the  confede- 
racy :  he  was  followed  by  the  Elector  of  Mentz :  the 
two  remaining  prelates  gradually  desisted  from  their 
pretensions:  the  French  revolution  ensued:  and  all 
four  were  driven  from  their  dioceses  and  dominions. 
Such  was  the  termination  of  the  affair.* 

2.  The  opposition  which  Joseph  had  experienced, 
suggested  to  him  the  idea  of  new-modelling  the  educa- 
tion of  the  clergy.  With  this  view  he  dissolved  the 
universities,  abolished  the  episcopal  seminaries,  in 
which  the  candidates  for  holy  orders  were  educated 
under  the  eye  of  their  respective  prelates,  and  esta- 
blished general  seminaries,  to  which  every  bishop  was 
ordered  to  send  the  young  clergymen  of  his  diocese. 
The  professors  in  the  new  schools  were  appointed  by 
the  emperor  himself:  and  the  theology  which  they 
taught,  was  accommodated  to  his  opinions  and  ordi- 
nances. Their  chief  authority  was  the  Belgian  ca- 
nonist Van  Espen,  who  had  been  accused  of  having, 
-to  favour  his  friends  the  Jansenists,  exalted  the  juris- 
diction of  the  crown  by  the  depression  of  that  of  the 
church :  but  they  pushed  his  principles  to  the  utmost 
extent,  and  drew  from  them  conclusions,  which  he  had 
not  admitted.  It  is  to  this  new  school  that  we  owe 
the  work  of  Rechberger,  from  which  copious  extracts 
are  given  in  the  Appendix  to  the  Reports,  and  the 
theses  maintained  by  some  students  in  the  law  at  Co- 

*  It  is  singular  that  so  much  importance  should  be  attached  to  this 
scbismatical  and  abortive  project :  but  it  is  still  more  singular  that  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  Brown,  an  English  barrister,  should  have  been  intro- 
duced among  the  ordinances  of  foreign  states.  Mr.  Brown  is  convinced 
that  a  pagan  emperor  by  his  baptism  became  the  head  of  the  christian 
church.     Hundreds  of  writers  have  shewn  the  contrary. 


466 

imbra,  which  are  inserted  among  the  documents  frotn 
Portugal.* 

3.  It  is  indeed  true  ihat  ttMuiy  of  the  ordimcnces  of 
Joseph  «tiH  remain  unrepealed.  It  should,  however^ 
be  observed,  that  from  the  imtoracticability  of  enforcing 
some  of  them  h^  was  compelled  to  issue  explanations^ 
and  to  nHow  of  indulgencies  for  the  ease  of  tender  c<hi- 
sctences :  that  before  his  death,  in  his  declaration  to 
thie  states  of  Luxemburgh^  he  revoked  ail  hts  edicts  on 
reii^ous  matters  from  the  year  1781,  and  thait  his  suc- 
tiessor  Leopold  restored  to  the  bishops  of  Belgium 
their  former  liberties  and  jurisdiction.  In  Austria  it- 
self the  more  obaoxious  regulations  are  said  to  hare 
fadleni^lently  hrto  desuetude :  and  some ^ure  still  sub- 
jects xyi  negociation  between  the  courts  of  Vienna  and 
ttome.^^In  Tuscany,  aftesr  the  death  of  the  ^anf^eror, 
things  gradually  t^etomed  to  their  former  state.  Leo- 
bold  liimseif  oomtpeUed  IRscdi  to  resign  his  bishopric, 
Fidrdinand  by  ^^decree  of  October  13»  1792,  .revoked 
several  of  tlie  iate  tabulations,  and  Louis»  by  another 
of  itbe  15di  bf  April,  1802,  re-established  tlw  bishops 
in  their  fonner  righte  and  authority. 

It  would  be  tedious  to  pursue  this  inquiry  through 
all  the  different  heads,  under  which  the  documents  are 
arranged.  Measures,  similar  to  those  of  the  Emperor 
Joseph  have  occasionally  been  adopted  by  other  Ca- 
tholic sovereigns,  sometimes  through  motives  of  re- 
sentment, sometimes  with  the  view  of  extending  their 
own  authority,  in  particular  by  the  court  of  Portugal 
during  the  sway  of  the  despotic  Pombal,  and  by  the 
court  of  Naples  during  its  long  quarrel  with  the  Roman 
see,  previous  to  the  year  1791.  But  sufficient  has 
been  said  to  shew  that  the  mere  fact  of  a  religious  re- 
gulation having  existed  in  a  Catholic  state,  is  no  proof 
of  its  being  consistent  with  the  doctrine  and  discipline 
of  the  Roman  Catholic  church,  or  such  that  a  Roman 
Catholic  may  conscientiously  assent  to  it. 

*  Report,  p.  74.  354.  The  translations  of  both  are  incorrect:  that 
6f  the  latter  s^dom  presierves  the  sease  of  the  original  for  half  a  dozen 
lines  together. 
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Wha^t  has  been  said  of  states  whiph  are  Catholic^ 
may  Mvith  equal  truth  be  said  of  states  which  are  not. 
In  Denmark  and  Sweden  the  number  of  Catholics  is 
so  inconsiderable^  that  the  regulations  respecting  them 
hardly  4eserve  notice:  in  Prussia  and  Russia  they 
amount  to  some  millions,  who  have  been  successively 
included  withm  those  states  by  conquest  and  the  two 
partitions  of  Poland.  The  very  mention  of  that  par- 
tition is  sufficient  to  remind  the  reader  of  the  injustice 
of  the  powers  by  whom  it  was  eflFected.  As  they  re* 
spected  not  the  civil  rights,  it  was  not  to  be  hoped  that 
they  would  respect  the  religious  liberties  of  their  new 
subjects  of  a  different  communion.  The  King  of  Prus- 
Bi%  indeed,  allowed  them  the  exercise  of  their  religion 
under  'Certain  regulations :  but  the  case  was  different 
with  those  who  fell  to  the  share  of  Russia.  The  Ro- 
man Gadiolics  of  Lithuania,  Volhinia,  Podolia  and  the 
Ukraine,  were  partly  of  the  Latin^  and  partly  of  the 
Greek  rite*  The  former  met  with  little  molestation ; 
the  latter  were  without  their  consent  or  knowledge, 
united  to  the  Russian  church  by  a  decree  of  the  em- 
press. She  expelled  the  national  Greek  clergy,  sent 
ithem  bishops  and  priests  fix)m  Russia,  diove  them  to 
church  at  the  point  of  the  bayonet,  and  by  imprison* 
ment  and  corporal  infliction  punished  and  overcame 
their  resistance.  Certainly  it  is  not  to  sovereigns  of 
this  description  that  a  British  parliament  must  9.ppl^, 
to  learn  in  what  manner  it  ought  to  legislate  for  JBri- 
dsh  subjects. 

IL  Are  the  regulations  eontained  in  the  Report  and 
documents  of  «uch  a  nature  as  to  be  applicable  to  the 
Catholic  church  in  tliis  kingdom  ?  It  is  apprehended 
that  they  are  not,  because  they  all,  with  one  or  two 
trifling  exceptions,  relate  to  churches  placed  in  very 
different  circumstances  from  those  ^of  the  CathoUc 
church  in  the  British  islands. 

During  the  three  first  centuries  of  Ifase  x^hristiap  era 
the  eihurch  possessed  no  civil  establishment.  It  existed 
in  the  empire,  but  it  derived  no  civil  advantages  from 
Ihe  em|^erors.    rU  was  unknown  tp  the  lawsj  unless 


458 

occasionally  for  the  purposes  of  vengeance.  During 
this  period  its  chief  pastors  enjoyed  and  exercised,  in- 
dependently of  the  civil  power,  that  spiritual  authoHty 
which  had  been  transmitted  to  them  from  the  apostles, 
the  right  of  teaching  the  christian  doctrine,  of  admi- 
nistering the  sacraments,  of  determining  the  forms  of 
divine  worship,  and  of  making  disciplinary  laws  rela- 
tive to  spiritual  objects. 

In  the  fourth  century  the  emperors  embraced  Chris- 
tianity, and  the  church  obtained  a  civil  establishment. 
The  sovereign  became  its  protector :  revenues,  immu- 
nities, and  distinctions  were  assigned  to  its  ministers : 
the  authority  of  its  canons  was  recognised  by  the  civil 
power :  the  secular  tribunals  enforced  the  execution 
of  the  decrees  given  by  the  ecclesiastical  courts :  and 
civil  effects  were  allowed  to  result  from  religious  acts. 
Such  is  the  state  of  all  national  churches  established 
by  law.  It  was  that  of  the  Catholic  church  in  this 
island  before  the  reformation;  it  is  that  of  the  reformed 
church  at  the  present  day 

When  the  former  ceased  to  be  the  established  church, 
it  lost  all  those  temporal  advantages  which  it  had  de- 
rived from  its  union  with  the  state :  and  reverted  to 
the  same  condition  in  which  the  christian  church  had 
originally  existed.  But  it  still  retained  its  spiritual 
authority.  That  it  had  not  received  from  the  civil 
power ;  of  that  it  could  not  be  deprived  by  the  civil 
power. 

Now  it  is  submitted  that  the  ordinances  in  question 
relate  not  to  a  church  of  this  description.  They  relate 
to  national  churches  established  by  law,  and  deriving 
civil  advantages  from  such  civil  establishment.  This  is 
the  case  with  regard  to  all  the  documents  from  Austria, 
the  Milanese,  and  Lombardy ;  from  Venice,  Tuscany, 
Naples  and  Sicily ;  from  Sardinia,  Piedmont  and  Sa- 
voy ;  from  France,  Spain,  Portugal  and  the  Brazils ; 
from  the  Cantons  of  Switzerland,  and  many  parts  of 
Germany.  The  same  may  be  said  of  those  from  Prus- 
sia respecting  the  Catholic  churches  of  Silesia  and  Po- 
land, and  of  those  from  Russia,  respecting  the  Catholic 


459 

churches  enclosed  within  the  limits  of  that  extensive 
empire.  In  all  these  states  the  Catholic  church  pos- 
sesses splendid  civil  establishments. 

It  is  moreover  of  churches  of  this  description  that 
we  are  to  understand  the  doctrines  of  Van  Espen, 
Rechberger,  and  the  jurists  of  Coimbra.  These  ca- 
nonists thought  not  of  a  church  existing,  like  that  of 
the  first  christians,  with  no  other  advantages  or  autho- 
rity than  such  as  are  merely  spiritual.  They  spoke  of 
churches  which  flourish  under  the  fostering  care  of  the 
state,  which  have  the  sovereign  for  their  protector  and 
advocate,  which  can  enforce  their  laws  by  temporal 
penalties,  and  which  derive  their  revenues  from  the 
munificence  of  the  civil  power. 

Denmark  and  Sweden  indeed  form  exceptions. 
These,  two  kingdoms  can  supply  an  abundant  harvest 
of  religious  restrictions.  In  Denmark  the  exercise  of 
the  Catholic  religion  is  prohibited  by  law,  and  per- 
mitted only  in  particular  places  by  special  license  from 
the  sovereign.  In  Sweden  it  is  prohibited  to  the  na- 
tives, and  only  tolerated  in  foreigners,  who  come  to 
settle  in  the  kingdom.  In  neither  have  the  catholics 
any  bishop.  As  long  as  the  penal  laws  were  in  force 
in  these  islands,  the  example  of  Denmark  and  Sweden 
might  have  been  prized :  at  the  present  day  it  is  of 
no  value  whatever.* 

There  still  remains  a  country,  which  can  furnish  an 
instance  in  point,  the  United  Statesof  America,  where 
the  Catholic  church  exists,  as  it  does  in  this  empire, 
without  any  civil  establishment.  **  No  communica- 
tions," says  the  Report,  "  have  been  made  respecting 
the  laws  affectiiig  Roman  Catholics  in  the  United  States 
of  America.'  The  reason  is  obvious.  No  communi- 
cation was  made,  because  no  such  laws  existed.  In 
the  United  States,  the  Catholic  clergy  perform  their 
sacred  functions,  and  exercise  their  spiritual  authority 

•  The  ecclesiastical  regulations  for  the  new  kingdom  of  the  Nether- 
lands are  not  yet  completed.  But  the  intolerant  edict  of  the  states  of 
Holland  and  West  Friesland  of  the  21st  of  September,  1730,  which  is 
noticed  in  the  Report  and  Appendix,  was  annulled  by  the  new  consti- 
tution, when  Louis  Buonaparte  was  king  of  Holland. 


without  molestation.  The  government  meddles  not 
with  the  appointment  of  their  bishops,  or  their  corres- 
pondenee  with  foreign  prelates.  In  the  eye  of  the 
law,  every  creed  is  equal.  No  one  is  singled  out  as 
a  particular  object  of  jealousy  and  restriction.  As 
long  as  religion  interferes  not  with  the  civil  power,  the 
civil  power  interferes  not  with  religion. 


II. 

On  the  Ajypomtment  o/' Bishops. 


P 

^^  f  lu  the  first  ages  of  Christianity,  while  the  church 
possessed  no  civil  establishment,  the  sovereign  never 
had  any  part  in  the  appointment  of  bishops. 

In  the  middle  ages,  during  the  prevalence  of  the 
feudal  notions,  the  estates  belonging  to  each  bishopric 
began  to  be  considered  as  fees  held  of  the  crown. 
They  were  subjected  to  secular  services  :  at  each 
vacancy  they  reverted  to  the  possession  of  the  sove- 
reign; and  he  claimed  and  exercised  the  right  of  be- 
stowing them,  on  the  visual  tenure,  to  whomsoevor  be 
pleased. 

This  practice  produced  the  most  enormous  abuses. 
The  bianoprics  were  kept  vacant,  that  the  sovereign 
might  receive  the  revenues :  they  were  sold  to  the 
highest  bidder :  they  were  granted  in  reversion,  and 
to  children.  At  length  in  the  12th  and  13th  centuries, 
by  the  exertions  of  the  yopes  and  councils,  ao  ap- 
proximation was  made  to  ttxe  ancient  disci{^ine,  by 
the  establishment  of  what  was  called  the  freedom  of 
canonical  election.  The  choice  of  the  bishop  was 
given  to  the  chapter :  but  the  prelate  eleqt  applied  to 
the  king  for  his  temporalties,  and  did  homage  and 
swore  fealty,  as  an  acknowledgment  that  he  held  them 
of  the  crown. 

The  freedom  of  canonical  election  was  frequently 
impeded  on  the  one  side  by  papal  pi^^visipus,  on  the 
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other  by  the  claims  of  patronage  still  urged  by  the 
crown.  In  England,  the  substance  of  the  thing  was 
taken  away,  while  the  shadow  remained:  and  the 
king,  by  adding  a  recommendation  equivalent  to  a 
command  to  the  cong6  d'elire,  secured  the  appoint- 
ment to  himself.  In  some  other  countries  the  sove-r 
reigns,  by  concordats  With  different  popes,  obtained  the^ 
undisturbed  exercise  of  the  right  of  nomination* 

At  present  the  Austrian  sovereign  appoints  to  all 
the  bishoprics  within  his  dominions  on  this  side  of  the 
Alps,  with  the  exception  of  the  Archbishopric  of  01- 
mutz,  the  nomination  to  which  belongs  to  the  chapter. 
In  France  the  nomination  is  in  the  King,  by  virtue  of 
a  concordat  with  Leo  X. — In  Spain  it  is  in  the  king» 
by  virtue  of  a  concordat  with  Adrian  VL*— -In  the 
states  of  the  king  of  Sardinia,  it  belongs  to  the  monarchy 
by  a  concordat  with  Nicholas  V.-— In  Portugal  also 
it  has  long  been  exercised  by  the  crown.f 

In  Italy  the  case  is  different.  The  bishops  of  Lorn-' 
bardy  were  appointed  by  the  pope.  Joseph  assumed 
the  right  of  nomination,  but  declared  that^  with  the 
exception  of  the  archbishopric  of  Milan,  he  would 
principally  name  such  persons  as  should  be  reconb* 
mended  by  the  pontiff.  —The  Venetian  Senate  named 
the  Patriarch  of  Venice- J    For  the  other  bishoprics  it 

*  Among  th^  dboomentd  it  another  concordat  with  Benedict  XI  T# 
of  which  the  Repoit  says,  p.  27,  *'  That  the  pnncipal  ohject  seems  to 
have  been  a  reservation  to  me  See  of  Rome  of  fifty  benefices  in  the 
kingdom  of  Spain,  which  was  acceded  to  by  the  crown."  The  truth 
is,  that  by  ancient  custom  the  appointment  to  most  benefices  under 
bishoprics  Was  not  in  the  crown,  but  in  the  Pope  during  eight  monUis 
of  the  year,  and  in  the  bishops  and  chapteis  during  the  other  four. 
This  privilege  Benedict  XI  V»  resigned,  and  in  lieu  of  it  consented  to 
accept  the  perpetual  nomination  to  fifty-two  benefices  specified  in  &» 
eoncordat. 

t  A  concordat  was  drawn  up  in  1778,  the  year  after  the  disgrace  of 
Pombal.  It  ii  said  by  Sir  Charles  Stuart,  **  not  to  answer  the  tone 
which  is  remarkable  in  M*  de  Pombal's  communications  with  the  dergy 
and  the  court  of  Rome.''  Append,  to  Rep.  p.  3^4.  He  sent  a  copy  of 
it,  but  it  b  not  notioed  in  the  Report,  nor  has  it  found  its  way  into  th« 
A|^pendix. 

i  The  Report  says  also  of  Aquilcia,  the  patriarch  of  which  was  comr 
pelied  to  ohoMe  a  lioble  Yenetiaa  kt  his  ooculjutor,  p.  14.  The  feet 
is,  that  by  treaty  the  nomination  of  the  patriarch  belonged  eiimaoUiy 


presented  three  names  to  the  pope. — In  Tuscany,  the 
government  selects  four  persons,  and  presents  their 
names  to  the  pope. — With  respect  to  the  kingdom  of 
Naples  and  the  two  Sicilies,  we  are  told  that  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  Neapolitan  bishops  is  the  subject  of 
negociation,  but  that  in  Sicily  the  nomination  to 
all  bishoprics  is  exclusively  in  the  crown.*  The  as- 
sertion requires  some  explanation.  In  the  dominions 
of  his  Sicilian  majesty  were  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
nine  bishoprics.  Of  these,  twenty-six  only  were  in 
the  presentation  of  the  king :  the  rest  were  at  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  pope.  In  the  year  1790,  after  a  long 
controversy  respectmg  this  and  other  matters,  a  con- 
cordat was  concluded,  by  which  the  appointment  to 
benefices  of  the  second  order  was  reserved  to  the  pon- 
tiff, who  was  bound  to  name  subjects  of  his  Sicilian 
majesty ;  but  with  respect  to  the  bishoprics,  the  king 
was  to  present  the  names  of  three  persons  to  the  pope, 
who  was  to  select  one.  It  is  only  in  this  sense  that 
the  nomination  is  exclusively  in  the  crown. 

In  Switzerland,  the  nomination  is  in  the  pope  or  the 
chapters.  In  Germany  it  was  regulated  by  different 
concordats,  which  fixed  it  principally  in  the  chapters. 
But  in  consequence  of  the  new  arrangements  of  terri- 
tory settled  by  the  treaty  of  Vienna,  by  which  most  of 
the  Catholic  bishoprics  are  placed  under  the  dominion 
of  Protestant  sovereigns,  negociations  have  been  opened 
for  a  new  concordat.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the 
present  kingdom  of  the  Netherlands. 

The  appointment  of  Roman  Catholic  bishops  in  the 
Russian  dominions  appears  to  approach  towards  the 
ancient  form  of  canonical  election.  They  are  chosen 
by  the  Catholic  consistory ;  that  is,  by  an  assembly  of 
Roman  Catholic  prelates  of  the  Latin  and  Greek  rites, 

to  Austria  and  Venice ;  but  ihe  senate,  by  moans  of  coadjutors  cboaen 
npeatedlj  by  the  VeneUan  patriarch  for  the  time  being,  contrived 
always  to  defeat  the  cl^m  of  Austria.  Bat  in  !7dl,  Benedict  XIV. 
pot  an  end  to  the  contests  on  that  subject,  by  suppressing  the  patri* 
archate,  and  erecting  in  its  stead  tbo  two  aichiepiscopal  soos  of  Udina 
and  Goritz. 

*  R^rt,  p.  \fi,  and  memorandum  by  LOTd  William  Bentinok,  Ap- 
•  ^900. 
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with  the  metropolitan  at  their  head.  The  person  so 
chosen  is  recommended  or  presented  by  them  tp  the 
emperor,  who  informs  the  pope  that  he  has  named 
such  a  clergyman  to  the  vacant  bishopric,  and  requests 
the  necessary  letters  of  institution.  * 

From  the  Prussian  dominions  the  accounts  are  not 
satisfactory.  The  Catholic  bishoprics  are  all  situated 
in  countries  which  have  been  acquired  by  conquest. 
Hence,  in  some  parts,  the  appointments  are  regulated 
by  previous  concordats  ;  and  the  chapters  of  Breslau 
and  Ermland  choose  their  bishops  subject  to  the  royal 
approbation.  Hence  in  others  the  king  assumes  that 
he  has  succeeded  to  all  the  claims  of  the  former  Ca- 
tholic sovereigns,  and  on  that  ground  names  to  the 
Polish  bishoprics  of  Gnesen,  Culm,  and  Posen. 

Now  it  should  be  observed,  that  in  all  these  coun- 
tries there  is  no  proof  that  any  sovereign,  whether 
Roman  Catholic  or  Protestant,  ever  named  or  claimed 
a  right  to  name  to  a  bishopric,  which  had  no  tempo- 
ralties  attached  to  it.f  This  is  a  very  important  con- 
sideration. The  bishops  so  named  by  the  civil  power, 
bear  two  characters.  They  may  be  spiritual  minis- 
ters :  but  they  are  also  temporal  lords.  By  their  ap- 
pointment, they  come  into  the  possession  of  revenues 
derived  from  and  secured  to  them  by  the  state  :  they 
enjoy  civil  rank  and  consideration :  they  have  seats  in 
the  national  assemblies,  diets,  and  states ;  and  they 
hold  courts,  in  which  their  officers  judge  according  to 
the  canon  law,  and  enforce  their  judgments  by  tem- 
poral penalties. 

The  truth  of  this  statement  will  not  be  denied,  as 
far  as  regards  the  Catholic  churches  within  the  do- 
minions of  Catholic  sovereigns.    The  same  is  the  case 

♦  Report,  p.  327. 

t  It  may  perhaps  be  proper  to  observe,  that  the  titular  bishops,  whom 
the  emperor  appoints  in  Hungary,  are  the  bishops  of  sees,  which  for- 
merly were  a  part  of  that  kingdom,  but  are  now  under  the  dominion  of 
Turkey.  These  prelates  retain  all  their  former  privileges,  and  their 
seats  in  the  diet,  and  the  tribunals  of  Hungary,  Rep.  p.  99.  To  avoid 
mistake,  it  should  also  be  observed,  that  the  vicar  apostolic  at  Stockholm 
is  not  a  bishop,  but  a  missionary  priest. 
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with  respect  to  those  under  the  governments  of  Prassta 
and  Russia.  The  king  of  Prussia,  when  be  united  his 
conquests  to  his  former  territories,  always  allowed  the 
Catholic  bishops  to  retain  their  temporalties  and  pri* 
vileges.  Their  external  jurisdicticm  is  fcMrmally  recog- 
nised  in  the  Prussian  code.  ''  Gross  misdemeanors, 
as  also  private  actions,  originating  in  the  exercise  ^ 
ecclesiastical  functions,  belong  to  the  ecclesiastical 
courts/'  **  To  the  bishops  belong  the  church  disci- 
pline and  punishments,  consisting  either  in  penitential 
ecclesiastical  exercises,  or  in  fines  not  exceeding 
twenty-five  dollars,  or  in  imprisonment  not  exceeding 
the  space  of  one  month."  ^  In  the  oukasea  foe  the 
establishment  of  new  Roman  Catholic  sees  in  the 
Polish  provinces  seized  by  Russia,  we  find  estates  vati 
revenues  assigned  to  the  bishops,  a  power  given  them 
to  establish  courts  ^^for  the  examination  and  judg- 
ment of  all  ecclesiastical  as  well  as  secular  aflairs^  ap- 
pertaining to  their  jurisdiction,  and  a  prohibition  to 
the  civil  tribunals  to  interfere  in  any  way  in  the  affairs 
concerning  the  Roman  Catholic  churches."  f 

But  the  Roman  Catiiolic  bishops  ia  the  United  King* 
dom  are  in  a  very  different  situation  ^  They  are  merely 
spiritual  ministers,  such  as  were  the  first  christian 
bishops,  before  the  church  obtained  a  civil  establish- 
ment. Tbey  have  no  temporalties  allotted  to  them : 
they  have  no  rank  in  the  state,  no  courts,  no  civil  pri* 
vileges,  no  civil  jurisdiction.  Certainly  it  will  not 
be  argued  that  because  foreign  sovereigns  appoint 
bishops,  who  are  temporal  lords,  the  sovereign  of  this 

*  Report,  p.  463. 

t  In  the  oukase  resj>ecting  the  archiepLscopal  see  of  Mobilow,  the 
fifth  article,  '*  the  archbishop  shall  not  receive  any  oukase  or  order  from 
any  person  whatever  besides  us  and  our  senate,"  appears  to  have  been 
considered  of  much  importance,  and  on  that  account  has  b«en  copied 
into  the  Report.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  it  relates  merely  to  the 
archbishop's  rank  in  the  state,  and  has  no  reference  to  the  pontiff.  The 
fourth  article  assigns  the  revenue  of  his  coadjutor;  next  comes  the  fifth, 
declaring  his  immediate  superiors  to  be  the  sovereign  and  the  senate  ; 
then  follow  two  others,  authorising  him  to  establish  courts,  and  exempt- 
ing him  from  the  jurisdiction  of  tho  tribunals  of  Livonia,  Esthoala, 
and  Finland,  p.  400. 
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i^mpire  ought  to  appoint  bishops,  who  are  not  so* 
Where  the  prelates  receive  from  the  state,  rights, 
privileges,  and  revenues,  there  only  does  the  state  in- 
terfere in  their  appointment.  It  may  have  acquired  a 
claim  to  do  so.*  But  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland 
the  Roman  Catholic  bishops  receive  nothing  more  from 
the  state  than  any  other  private  individual. 

Nor  should  the  ground  be  forgotten  on  v^rhich  the 
sovereigns  originally  contended  for  the  right  of  ap 
pointment.  It  wb.s  that  they  were  the  patrons.  Their 
predecessors  had  founded  and  endowed  the  bishoprics : 
they  had  a  claim  to  appoint  those  who  were  to  enjoy 
them.  "  Our  kings,"  says  the  advocate  of  the  agree- 
ment between  Francis  and  Leo  X.  "  founded  the 
greater  part  of  the  bishoprics  :  of  course  the  collation 
to  those  bishoprics  ought  to  appertain  to  their  suc- 
cessors." f  Thus  Ferdinand  II.  of  Arragon  maintained 
that  the  popes  ought  to  confirm  the  bishops  nominated 
by  him ;  "  because  his  predecessors  were  the  founders 
of  those  churches."  J  The  same  is  asserted  in  the  Jus 
consuetudinarium  of  the  kingdom  of  Hungary.  "  The 
kings  of  Hungary  having  been  the  sole  founders  of  all 
the  churches  and  bishoprics  of  the  kingdom,  they  have 
acquired  and  exercised  all  the  rights  of  patronage, 
nomination,  election,  and  collation  of  benefices. "§ 
But  the  sovereign  of  this  realm  has  no  claim  to  the 
patronage  of  the  Roman  Catholic  bishoprics.     They 

*  This  is  the  doctrine  of  Pithou,  transmitted  by  Sir  Charles  Stuart. 
"  The  instant  the  church  acquired  a  civil  existence,  its  dignities  became 
real  magistracies,  the  disposal  of  which  belongs  to  the  sovereign,  as  they 
are  a  delegated  portion  of  the  supreme  power,  and  protected  by  the  laws 
and  aims  of  the  state."     Report,  p.  265. 

+  Le  concordat  est  juste  en  cequ'il  remetau  roi  le  droit  do  nomination, 
puisque  nos  rois  ont  fonde  la  plupart  des  grands  benefices,  dont  par  con- 
s^uent  la  collation  doit  appartenir  k  leurs  successeurs.  Nouvol  abreg^ 
chronologique,  &c.     Reporib,  p»  291 . 

X  Report,  p.  264. 

§  Reges  Hungariae  cum  soli  fuerint  omnium  ecclesiarum  et  episcopa- 
tuum  in  hoc  regno  fundatores,  per  ejusmodi  fundationem  omnem  facul* 
tatem  juris  patronatus,  nominationis,  electionis,  et  coUationis  beneficio- 
rum  sibi  ipsis  acquisiemnt  et  vindicarunt.  Werbenz.  ii.  538*  Rep' 
p.  263. 
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have  no  endowments :  they  are  not  even  permitted  by 
law  to  have  any.  It  is  plain  then,  that  the  example  of 
foreign  princes,  who  nominate  the  Catholic  bishops  in 
their  dominions,  furnishes  no  proof  that  the  King  of 
the  United  Kingdom  ought  to  do  the  same  in  his. 

The  bishops  are  the  chief  ministers  in  the  church. 
It  is  their  duty  to  watch  over  their  flocks,  to  preserve 
the  integrity  of  faith,  to  enforce  the  rules  of  discipline. 
On  their  virtues,  talents,  and  industry,  depends  the 
welfare  of  religion.  Now,  without  meaning  anything 
invidious,  it  can  hardly  be  thought  that  the  selection 
of  proper  persons  for  such  a  ministry  should  be  en- 
trusted to  a  government,  which  not  only  professes  a 
different  creed,  but  is  sworn  to  protect  a  different 
church.  In  England  by  3  Jac  1.  c.  5.  1  W.  and  M. 
c.  26.  12  Ann,  st.  2.  c.  14.  and  11.  Geo.  II.  cap.  17. 
and  in  Ireland  by  2  Ann,  c.  6.  and  33  Geo.  III.  c.  21. 
it  has  been  enacted  that  no  Catholic  shall  exercise  the 
right  of  presentation  to  any  ecclesiastical  benefice 
whatsoever  in  the  established  church.  Those  who 
admire  these  statutes  will  certainly  be  able  to  appre- 
ciate the  reasons  which  induce  the  Roman  Catholics 
to  object  to  any  measure,  which  may  transfer  the  ap- 
pointment of  their  bishops  to  persons  professing  a  dif- 
ferent religion. 

"  Never,  "says  Mr.  Burke, "  were  the  members  of  one 
religious  sect  fit  to  appoint  pastors  to  another.  Those 
who  have  no  regard  for  their  welfare,  reputation,  or 
internal  quiet,  will  not  appoint  such  as  are  proper. 
The  seraglio  of  Constantinople  is  as  equitable  as  we 
are,  whether  Catholics  or  Protestants,  and,  where  their 
own  sect  is  concerned,  full  as  religious :  but  the  sport 
which  they  make  of  the  miserable  dignities  of  the 
Greek  church,  the  factions  of  the  Haram  to  which  they 
make  them  subservient,  the  continual  sale  to  which 
they  expose  and  re-expose  the  same  dignity,  and  by 
which  they  squeeze  all  the  inferior  orders  of  the  clergy, 
is  nearly  equal  to  all  the  other  oppressions  together 
exercised  by  Mussulmen  over  the  unhappy  members 
of  the  oriental  church.     It  is  a  great  deal  to  suppose 


467 

that  the  present  castle  would  nominate  bishops  for  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  of  Ireland  with  a  religious 
regard  for  its  welfare.  Perhaps  they  cannot ; — perhaps 
they  dare  not  do  it."* 

To  the  sentiments  of  Mr.  Burke  it  may  be  allowable 
to  add  those  of  Sir  J.  Cox  Hippisley,  with  whom  the 
Report  originated,  and  by  whose  care  it  was  compiled. 
**  An  honourable  and  learned  member  has  entertained 
an  opinion  that  his  Majesty,  instead  of  the  see  of 
Rome,  should  in  future  nominate  to  the  vacant  sees  of 
bishops  of  the  Romau  communion. — I  conceive.  Sir, 
that  neither  could  the  Catholics  consistently  concede 
such  an  innovation,  nor  could  his  Majesty  consistently 
assume  such  an  exercise  of  power."  f 

♦  Burke's  Works,  vol.  vi.  p,  290. 

f  Substance  of  additional  observations  intended  to  have  been  delivered 
in  the  debate  on  the  I4th  of  May,  1805,  p.  111. — It  may  perhaps  be 
objected  that  in  the  appointment  of  Catholic  Bishops  in  Malta  and 
Caniada,  the  crown  has  interfered,  at  least  by  its  recommendation.  But 
it  should  be  observed,  1st,  that  these  are  cases  of  conquest,  where  a 
mutual  good  understanding  was  equally  desirable  to  both  parties.  2dly, 
That  both  in  Malta  and  Canada  the  Catholic  church  may  be  said  U> 

Sfisess  a  civil^establii^hment.  3dly,  That  when  Canada  was  ceded  to 
Dgland,  the  see  of  Quebec  was  vacant r  the  chapter  named  Mr.  Olivier 
de  Bryant,  who  came  to  England,  returned  to  Canada  in  ]  766,  and 
exercised  the  episcopal  jurisdiction ;  with  the  consent  of  Governor  Carl- 
ton, he  chose  a  coadjutor,  whom  he  consecrated  in  1778,  with  the  peir- 
mission  of  Governor  Cramake.  But  all  this  was  done  without  any  di- 
rect interference  of  the  British  ministry.  For  Lord  Dartmouth,  expressly 
says,  **  I  do  not  find,  upon  the  fullest  examination,  that  any  authority 
whatever  has  at  any  time  been  given  by  his  Majesty,  for  the  exercise, 
within  the  colony,  of  any  powers  of  episcopacy  in  matters  relative  to  the 
religion  of  the  Church  of  Rome."  Report,  p^  473.  Indeed,  as  long  as 
the  penal  laws  remained  in  force,  it  would  have  been  unsafe  for  his 
.Majesty^s  ministers  to  have  interfered  in  a  direct  manner. 


H   H  2 


468 


III. 


On  the  Origin  and  Object  of  the  ''  Placet'' 


By  the  "  Placet"  is  understood  a  custom  prevailing 
in  many  states,  according  to  which  papal  bulls  and 
briefs  are  subjected  to  the  inspection  of  the  civil  power 
before  they  are  permitted  to  be  carried  into  execution. 
From  the  word  by  which  the  assent  of  the  sovereign 
is  signified,  it  is  called  the  *  Placet,  Parealis,  or  Exe- 
quatur.' 

The  following  is  the  real  origin  of  this  custom. 
When,  in  the  middle  ages,  a  sovereign  found  himself 
engaged  in  a  controversy  with  the  Pope,  it  was  usual 
for  him  to  order  the  seizure  of  all  bulls  and  letters  from 
Rome,  as  soon  as  they  should  arrive  in  his  dominions. 
It  was  a  temporary  and  precautionary  measure,  to 
prevent  the  publication  of  any  sentence  of  excommuni- 
cation, interdict  or  deposition,  which  might  have  been 
issued  against  him. 

At  the  same  period  papal  provisions  and  reservations 
were  the  subject  of  much  angry  discussion.  It  was 
complained  that  they  trenched  on  the  rights  of  the  so- 
vereign, and  of  the  patrons  of  benefices.  As  a  remedy 
in  this  country,  the  statutes  of  provisors  and  premunire 
were  enacted.  In  other  countries  other  remedies 
were  adopted  :  but  the  result  of  them  all  was  the 
same,  to  prevent  the  execution  of  papal  grants  or  de- 
cisions on  beneficiary  matters,  till  it  should  be  ascer- 
tained, that  they  contained  nothing  prejudicial  to  the 
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customs  of  the  kingdom,  or  to  the  rights  of  the  crowa^ 
or  of  individuals. 

These  were  the  two  causes  which  gave  birth  to  the 
"  Placet :  *'  causes  which  no  longer  exist,  as  far  as 
regards  the  United  Kingdom.  The  times,  in  which  the 
popes  pretended  to  depose  sovereigns,  are  gone  by : 
and  the  Catholic  church  of  these  islands  possesses  no 
benefices  with  which  they  can  interfere.  But  even 
were  it  otherwise,  the  oaths  which  the  British  Catho- 
lics have  taken,  are  a  sufficient  security  against  the 
one :  the  statutes  of  provisors  and  premunire  are  still 
in  force  against  the  other. 

To  shew  the  real  nature  of  the  "  Placet,"  it  will  be 
proper  to  point  out,  1st,  the  cases  to  which  it  does 
not, — 2dly,  those  to  which  it  does  apply,  in  the  coun- 
tries in  which  it  is  enforced. 

Now,  1st,  it  does  not  apply  to  anything  but  official 
letters,  enjoining  some  particular  duty,  or  granting 
some  particular  favour.  It  has  never  occurred  to  the 
governments  of  other  countries  to  restrain  or  forbid 
the  epistolary  intercourse  between  their,  subjects,  whe- 
ther clergy  or  laity,  and  any  individuals  in  the  Roman 
states.* 

2dly,  From  the  operation  of  the  **  Placet"  are  also 
exempted  rescripts^concerning  the  "  forum  internum/' 
or  cases  of  conscience,  and  the  private  concerns  of  in- 
dividuals. This  is  evident  from  the  Report  itself.  In 
the  memoria  jurisdizionale,  transmitted  by  Lord  Burg- 
hersh,  it  is  said :  '*  Here  it  is  proper  to  distinguish 
between  the  briefs  and  rescripts  which  have  an  influence 
on  the  civil  state,  and  those  which  emanate  from  the 
penitentiary,  and  which  interest  only  the  consciences 
of  individuals.    With  respect  to  the  latter,  the  govern- 

♦  Even  under  the  iron  reign  of  Buonaparte  this  unrestrained  inter-- 
course  was  aUowcd  to  the  bishops  and  clergy  in  the  concordat,  which 
with  his  approbation  the  Italian  republic  concluded  with  Pius  VII, 
Tout  archeveque  et  eveque  pourra  toujours,  librement  et  sans  obstacle, 
coramuniquer  avec  le  saint  siege  pour  toutes  les  raatieres  spirituelles  et 
affaires  ecclesiastiques.     Concordat,  art.  7* 
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ment  has  no  right  to  interfere,  nor  has  it  ever  inter- 
fered.— Hence  grants  that  have  no  external  influence, 
have  never  been  subjected  to  the  "  regium  exequatur :" 
it  being  free  to  each  citizen  to  provide  by  spiritual 
means  for  the  tranquillity  of  his  own  conscience."* 
And  in  Durand's  commentary,  transmitted  by  Sir 
Charles  Stuart :  "  Particular  rescripts  of  the  Pope 
regard  the  private  concerns  of  those  by  whom  they  are 
solicited.  They  are  not  submitted  to  this  formality 
(the  Placet)  unless  they  concern  the  public  tranquillity, 
or  involve  the  interests  of  a  third  person,  as  certain 
special  indults  granted  to  prelates  for  the  collation  of 
livings,  in  which  case  they  require  the  royal  approba- 
tion, or  at  least  being  verified  and  duly  registered."! 

3dly,  When  this  exception  has  been  made,  the 
other  rescripts,  which  may  emanate  from  the  court 
of  Rome,  may  be  divided  into  two  classes,  the  one  of 
a  nature  entirely  spiritual,  comprising  bulls  which 
regard  the  doctrine  and  essential  discipline  of  the 
Catholic  church :  and  the  other  of  a  mixt  nature,  re- 
garding objects  which  in  one  respect  belong  to  the 
spiritual,  and  in  another  to  the  civil  authority.  Such 
particularly  is  the  case  in  beneficiary  matters,  which 
involve  the  temporal  interests  of  the  patron  or  the  in- 
cumbent. Now  with  respect  to  rescripts  of  this  mixt 
nature  there  is  no  dispute.  The  "  Placet"  applies  to 
them.  They  cannot  be  carried  into  execution  without 
the  approbation  and  concurrence  of  the  secular  autho- 
rity. X  ^ 

But  in  regard  of  the  former,  the  case  is  widely  dif- 
ferent :  they  are  entirely  of  a  spiritual  nature,  and  of 
the  competence  of  the  spiritual  power  only.     With 

;    *  Report,  p.  ISO. 

t  Rep.  p.  259.     See  also  p.  277.  293.  S]  9.  368.  375. 

X  S'il  est  question  d'objets  mixtes,  soit  dans  les  loix  civiles,  soit  dans 
lea  loix  ecclesiastiques,  Tacceptation  et  la  publication  doivcnt  alors  etre 
communes.  Elles  doivent  se  faire,  chacune  pour  sa  partie,  et  par  la 
puissance  spirituelle,  et  par  la  puissance  temporelle.  Lett.  Pastor,  de 
rEveque  de  Sisteron,  du  25  Aout,  1791. 
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them>  according  to  the  principles  of  Catholic  doctrine^ 
the  civil  power  has  no  right  to  interfere,  either  to  con- 
firm or  disprove  them,  much  less  to  prevent  their  pub- 
lication. Still  some  Roman  Catholic  governments 
have  claimed  of  late  years  the  right  to  inspect  them 
before  publication  :  and  of  this  new  claim,  it  may  not 
be  improper  to  give  a  short  historical  account. 

It  is  apprehended  that  no  attempt  was  ever  made  to 
subject  dogmatical  decisions  to  the  operation  of  the 
Placet,  before  the  rise  of  the  controversy  caused  by 
the  condemnation  of  the  work  of  Jansenius,  Bishop  of 
Ipres,  by  Urban  VIII.  His  doctrines  found  many 
zealous  partisans  among  his  countrymen,  and  particu- 
larly in  the  supreme  council  of  Brabant ;  who  endea- 
voured to  shield  themselves  from  the  papal  sentence 
under  the  cover  of  the  Placet.  On  the  ground  that 
the  bull  of  Urban  VIII.  had  not  received  this  prehmi- 
nary  sanction,  they  declared  its  publication  by  the 
bishops  illegal  and  null:  but  were  immediately 
checked  by  the  sovereign  Philip  IV.  and  compelled  to 
permit  the  publication.  They  repeated  the  attempt 
with  respect  to  the  bulls  of  Innocent  X.  in  1653,  and 
of  Alexander  VII.  in  1656,  but  with  no  better  success. 
The  king  in  his  final  answer,  in  1659,  declared,  that  the 
**  Placet  was  necessary  only  in  beneficiary  and  litigat- 
ed cases."  The  council  submitted,  but  in  the  very  act 
of  submission  maintained  in  reality  their  former  claim, 
by  pretending  that  they  had  at  least  a  right  to  examine 
whether  the  bull  required  the  Placet  or  not.*  Their 
pretensions  were  eagerly  supported  by  Van  Espen. 
Whatever  may  be  thought  of  his  reasoning,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  he  was  unable  to  corroborate  it  by  a  single 
precedent.! 

In  France  the  same  doctrine  has  been  taught  by 
several  jurists.     They  have  numbered  the  Placet  even 


*  See  Van  Espen,  torn.  iv.  p.  212,  213.     Netant  le  placet  requis 
qu  en  matiere  bcneficiale  ct  litigieuse  entre  parties,  p.  212, 
t  Id.  p.  164--174. 
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with  respecl  to  doctrinal  decisions  among  the  liberties 
of  the  Gallican  church.  But  the  clergy  have  always 
rejected  it,  together  with  other  similar  liberties  be- 
stowed upon  them  by  these  writers,  and  have  declared 
it  to  be  an  abuse  and  usurpation  on  the  part  of  the 
civil  power.*  De  Marca,  the  zealous  champion  of  the 
real  liberties  of  the  Gallican  church,  declares,  that  de- 
cisions respecting  doctrine  want  not  the  authority  of 
the  prince  to  become  binding  in  conscience :  and  De 
Bissy,  after  observing  that  as  the  laws  of  princes  re- 

3uire  not  the  confirmation  of  the  spiritual  power,  so 
ogmatical  decisions  require  not  the  confirmation  of 
the  temporal  power,  adds,  that  the  sovereigns  have 
never  arrogated  to  themselves  the  right  of  retarding 
the  execution  of  doctrinal  decrees. f 

The  bulls  mentioned  above  had  been  published  in 
France  without  any  Placet.  The  Jansenists  disco- 
vered means  to  elude  their  authority.  I-ouis  XIV.  in 
1665,  solicited  another  bull  from  Alexander  VII. 
which  was  published  with  the  Placet,  and  an  injunction 
to  all  civil  officers  to  enforce  its  execution  with  temporal 
penalties.  It  was  the  object  of  the  king  to  compel 
obedience  by  the  joint  influence  of  the  spiritual  and 
civil  authorities :  the  French  jurists  were  willing  to  see 
in  his  conduct  a  precedent  for  the  necessity  of  the 
Placet  even  in  doctrinal  decisions. 

*  As  among  the  documents  we  find  a  Jong  extract  from  a  comment- 
ary on  Pithou  and  Dupuy,  by  Durand  de  Maillane,  with  several  pieces 
respecting  the  declaration  of  the  French  clergy,  in  1682,  it  may  not  bo 
amiss  to  subjoin  the  following  passages  from  the  defence  of  that  decla- 
ration by  Bossuet.  Le  clerge  de  France,  pour  pr^venir  les  souppons 
qu'on  pourroit  avoir,  qu'il  comprenoit  sous  le  nom  de  coutumes  des 
usages  pernicieux,  qu'on  nom  me  dans  le  droit  des  abus  et  de  vieilles 
erreurs,  declare  que  la  discipline  et  les  libertes  de  Teglise  Gallicane  con- 
sistent a  observer  les  coutumes  etablies  du  consentmcnt  du  S.  Siesje  et 
des  eglises. — Comme  s*il  etoit  a  craindre  que  les  prelati  Fran9ois  parus- 
sent  approuver  ce  quUl  y  a  de  reprehensible  dans  Fevret,  Pierre  Dupuy, 
et  ce  que  leurs  predecesseurs  ont  tant  de  fois  condamne.  \a\,  xi,  c. 
]2.  20. 

f  De  Marca,   Concord.  S'acerd.  et  Imper.  1.  2.  c.   JO.  Mandemcnt 
/  du  Card,  de  Bissy,  Eveq.  de  Mcoux,  1725. 
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It  would  be  tedious  to  relate  the  sequel  of  the  Jan- 
senistical  controversy :  but  a  few  notices  are  neces- 
sary to  understand  some  of  the  documents  added  to 
the  Report.  The  French  bishops  strove  to  enforce 
obedience  to  the  papal  bulls :  the  magistrates  of  the 
parliament  of  Paris  supported  with  all  the  means  in 
their  power  the  cause  of  the  refractory,  who  were 
termed  Appellants.  In  1766,  in  consequence  of  the 
urgent  remonstrances  of  the  assembly  of  the  clergy, 
Louis  XV.  published  several  declarations,  among 
which  was  one  calculated  to  satisfy,  if  it  were  possible, 
both  parties.  In  it  he  acknowledges,  "  that  it  is  the 
undoubted  right  of  the  church  to  decide  what  ought 
to  be  believed  and  practised  in  the  order  of  religion, 
and  to  determine  the  nature  of  its  judgments  in  mat- 
ters of  doctrine,  and  their  effects  on  the  souls  of  the 
faithful:  so  that  the  temporal  power  cannot  in  any 
case  pronounce  on  the  doctrine,  or  anything  purely 
spiritual.  But  at  the  same  time  the  temporal  power, 
before  it  authorizes  the  publication  of  the  decisions  of 
the  church,  before  it  makes  them  laws  of  the  state, 
before  it  orders  them  to  be  executed  under  temporal 
penalties  against  those  who  disobey,  has  a  right  to 
examine  the  form  of  these  decrees,  their  conformity 
with  the  maxims  of  the  kingdom,  and  whatever  may 
in  their  publication  alter  or  influence  the  public  tran- 
quillity."* 

It  is  evident  that  this  declaration  evaded  the  real 
point  in  question.  The  parliament  proceeded  in  its 
former  course,  and  published  an  arrfet  forbidding,  un- 
der certain  penalties,  the  reception  and  publication  of 
any  bulls  or  briefs  whatsoever,  unless  they  had  previ- 
ously been  presented  to  that  court,  and  examined  by 
it.  But  in  1771,  the  king's  patience  was  exhausted 
by  the  refractory  spirit  of  the  magistrates.  The  par- 
liament was  dissolved,  and  new  courts  of  judicature 

♦  Report,  p.  295. 


'erected  in  its  place:  the  clergy  who  had  bewi  ba- 
'  nished  by  it,  were  recalled :  and  the  last  arrtt  was 
suspended  by  letters-patent  of  the  18th  of  January, 
1772.*  Shortly  afterwards,  however,  he  commanded 
by  a  public  declaration,  that  all  bulls  should  be  en- 
registered,  without  making  any  distinction  between 
those  on  doctrinal  and  those  on  other  matters.^ 

In  Spain  it  appears,  that  the  precaution  of  the 
Placet  was  first  extended  to  doctrinal  bulls  by  a  law 
of  Charles  III.  in  1761.  The  next  year  that  monarch 
thought  it  necessary  to  declare,  that  though  this  order 
comprised  all  bulls,  yet  "  if  any  of  them  related  to 
doctrine  or  universal  discipline,  he  was  and  always 
should  be  ready  to  pay  them  due  obedience,  and  to 
order  their  most  strict  and  punctual  execution,  by  in- 
terposing for  that  end  his  authority  and  royal  power."  J 
Portugal  presents  no  instance  of  it  before  1765.  In 
that  year  Clement  XIII.  by  the  bull  Apostolicum  con- 
firmed the  order  of  the  Jesuits.  The  court  of  Lisbon, 
considering  the  bull  as  a  tacit  condemnation  of  its 
conduct  in  having  expelled  the  order  from  its  domi- 
nions, published  a  decree  to  forbid  the  execution  of 
any  papal  rescripts  without  the  Placet.  The  king, 
however,  in  1770,  thought  it  expedient  to  add  a  decla- 
ration, that  by  such  law  he  had  never  intended  to  pre- 
vent recourse  to  the  justice  of  the  sovereign  Pontiff,  or 
to  the  tribunals  at  Rome,  in  matters  which  come  with- 
in their  competence.^ 

.  The  precedents  given  by  these  powers  could  not  fail 
of  being  adopted  by  the  Emperor  Joseph.  The  ne- 
cessity of  the  Placet,  even  in  doctrinal  decisions,  was 
established  by  him  on  the  4th  of  May,  1781,  but  was 
immediately  opposed  by  the  bishops  in  every  part  of 

*  Report,  p.  275.  By  a  mistake  in  a  note  of  page  289,  these  letten 
patent  suspeDding  the  an^t,  are  described  as  coutirmiag  it.  * 

t  Ibid.  277.  t  Ibid.  p.  318,  319. 

h  Ibid.  p.  368.  The  two  Dcxt  articles,  though  printed  with  general 
titles,  regard  only  favours  solicited  by  individoahi  of  religious  orders  to 
the  prejudice  of  domestic  discipline. 
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his  dominions .  Remonstrance  followed  remonstrance* 
He  was  told,  that  as  such  decisions  derived  all  their 
authority  from  the  church,  and  not  from  the  throne, 
the  sovereign  could  not,  without  incurring  the  guilt  of 
sin,  prevent  them  from  being  published,  and  received 
by  the  people  with  submission  and  respect.*  The  Im- 
perial court  is  not  hasty  to  retrace  its  steps :  but  Jo* 
seph,  in  1782,  consented  to  explain  his  decree,  and  to 
declare  that,  "  though  he  retained  the  use  of  the  Placet, 
it  must  be  evident,  that  doctrinal  bulls  were  made 
subject  to  the  royal  inspection,  only  inasmuch  as  might 
be  necessary  to  ascertain  that  they  were  merely  doc- 
trinal, and  did  not  contain  any  incompetent  article,"  f 

From  this  hasty  sketch,  it  may  be  inferred,  that  the 
application  of  the  Placet  to  doctrinal  bulls  is  a  recent 
innovation ;  that  the  sovereigns  who  have  adopted  it, 
have  found  it  necessary  to  explain  their  reasons ;  and 
that  by  the  Catholic  clergy  it  has  always  been  consi- 
dered as  an  abuse,  which,  if  they  cannot  prevent,  they 
at  least  condemn. 

But  whatever  be  the  object  of  bulls  and  rescripts, 
whether  doctrinal  or  not,  it  should  be  observed,  that 
the  effect  of  the  Placet  is  not  merely  to  license  the  in- 
troduction or  execution  of  such  instruments.  It  does 
much  more.  It  invests  them  with  civil  authority.  It 
makes  them  laws  of  the  state.  They  may  then  be 
pleaded  in  the  courts  civil  as  well  as  ecclesiastical : 
and  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  justice  to 
see  them  executed.  Thus  Louis  XV.  .in  his  letters 
patent,   cited  above,  tell  us,    that  the  civil  power 


t  Report,  p.  170.  In  Sardinia,  Naples,  and  Sicily,  there  is  no  proof 
that  the  Placet  was  ever  applied  to  doctrinal  decisions.  The  instances 
mentioned  in  the  long  extract  from  Gianone,  all  relate  to  mixed  matten. 
The  same  may  be  said  of  other  kingdoms.  The  instances  adduced 
prove  the  existence  of  the  Placet  for  bulls  of  other  descriptions,  bat  not 
for  dogmatical  bulls,  before  the  time  mentioned  in  the  text. 
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makes  them  laws,  and  enforces  them  by  temporal 
penalties.*  D'Hericourt  lays  down  the  same  doc- 
trine :  "  Dogmatical  decisions  ought  to  be  published 
by  order  of  the  king,  that  they  may  be  considered  as 
laws  of  the  state. "f  Durand  de  Maillane  in  the  Ap- 
pendix  to  the  Report,  after  having  observed  that  papal 
bulls,  rescripts,  citations,  &c.  are  not  executed  in 
France  without  the  royal  approbation,  adds :  "  They 
obtain  the  force  of  law  by  the  formal  letters  of  the 
king  or  his  ministers,  called  "Pareatis :"  consequently 
by  the  sole  authority  of  the  king,  not  by  apostolic  au- 
thority." J  Hence  in  Van  Espen  we  are  told,  that  the 
necessity  of  the  "  Placet"  is  founded  on  this,  that  bulls, 
by  being  received,  become  laws  of  the  state.  §  Even 
in  the  Russian  and  Prussian  dominions,  the  decisions 
of  the  episcopal  courts  are  guided  by  the  canon  law, 
and  papal  decrees ;  and  therefore  the  previous  appro- 
bation of  the  sovereign  is  required. 

From  the  preceding  statement,  it  is  plain  that  the 
Placet,  as  it  is  employed  in  foreign  states,  is  totally 
inapplicable  to  the  Catholic  churches  of  this  empire. 
The  last  paragraph  furnishes  a  most  powerful  argu- 
ment against  it.  To  give  it  to  the  sovereign,  would 
be  to  invest  him  with  the  power  of  making  the  man- 
dates of  a  foreign  prelate  binding  on  British  subjects: 
a  power  which  seems  repugnant  to  the  principles  of 
the  British  constitution. 

But,  independently  of  this  objection,  if  it  were  given, 
it  would  prove  inoperative.  Where  the  Roman  Ca- 
tholic is  the  religion  of  the  state,  the  Pope,  as  head  of 
that  religion,  can  hardly  be  called  a  foreign  prelate. 

*  Report,  p.  295. 

t  Les  souverains  doivent  travailler  suivant  Tentcnduo  de  lour  pouvoir 
k  faire  executer  ce  que  TEglise  decide  par  rapport  a  la  doctrine,  il  est  a 
propos  que  ces  decisions  soient  publiees  par  ordrc  du  roi,  afin  qu'elles  soi- 
entregardees  comme  des  lois  de  Tetat.  D'Hericourt,  droit  ecclesiasti- 
que  Fran9ois. 

i  Report,  p.  259. 

§  Necessitas  autem  placiti  fundatur  in  eo,  quod  bullae  recoptiouo 
fiant  leges  regnorum.     Van  Espen,  torn.  iv.  p.  J  33,  not. 
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His  acts  necessarily  regard  institutions  upheld  by  the 
state^  and  as  far  as  they  partake  of  a  civil  character,  owing 
their  existence  to  the  state.  There  the  temporal 
power  may  find  occasion  to  exercise  the  Placet  for  the 
protection  of  temporal  rights.  But  in  the  Roman  Ca- 
tholic church  of  the  United  Kingdom,  as  long  as  it 
possesses  no  civil  establishment,  what  is  there  to  which 
the  Placet  can  properly  apply  ? 

It  cannot  apply  to  the  ordinary  epistolary  corres- 
pondence between  individuals  in  the  two  states.  (See 
No.  1.)  As  well  might  it  apply  to  the  correspondence 
between  the  Quakers  of  this  country  and  their  brethren 
in  America. 

It  cannot  apply  to  the  briefs  issued  by  the  Peniten- 
tiary, and  regarding  the  consciences  of  individuals. 
(No.  2.)  Indeed,  it  is  believed  that  such  briefs  ate 
unknown  among  the  Catholics  of  these  islands. 

It  cannot  apply  to  dispensations.  The  few  dispen- 
sations required  are  regularly  obtained  immediately 
from  the  bishops,  who  for  that  purpose  are  furnished 
with  the  most  ample  powers. 

It  ought  not  to  apply  to  doctrinal  decisions.  (No.  3.) 
But  supposing  that  it  did,  where  could  be  its  use  ?  As 
long  as  the  press  is  free,  such  decisions  will  come  to 
the  knowledge  of  British  Catholics  through  the  same 
channel  through  which  they  do  at  present,  the  papers 
and  periodical  publications. 

It  cannot  apply  to  these  instruments  to  which  it 
chiefly  applies  in  foreign  states,  to  letters  of  nomina- 
tion, citation,  or  execution,  respecting  the  collation, 
exchange,  or  resignation  of  benefices ;  for  this  plain 
reason,  that  in  the  United  Kingdom  the  Catholic 
clergy  have  no  benefices.  Of  course  all  rescripts  of 
that  description  are  unknown  among  them. 

There  will  remain  nothing  but  the  letters  containing 
the  institution  of  bishops  and  their  faculties,  and  letters 
of  advice  and  instruction  respecting  diflScult  cas,es, 
which  may  occasionally  occur  in  the  exercise  of  their 
ministry.     The  Placet  is  useless  with  respect  to  the 
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first,  which  are  always  conceived  in  the  same  form  of  I! 
words ;  so  that  he,  who  has  seen  one,  has  seen  all :  it 
is  never  appHed  to  the  second  in  foreign  states,  as  they 
contain  no  ordinances  affecting  the  temporal  rights  of 
the  state  or  individuals,  but  are  entirely  confined  to 
spiritual  matters. 

But  let  us  make  the  gratuitous  supposition,  that  a 
Roman  Catholic  bishop  receives  from  Rome  an  order 
affecting  civil  interests.  Could  he,  or  would  he,  carry 
it  into  execution  ?  He  could  not,  because  he  has  no 
courts,  no  exterior  jurisdiction.  He  ivoutd  not,  because 
he  h^  sworn  that  the  Pope  has  no  civil  authority, 
directly  or  indirectly,  within  this  realm.  This  oath  is 
a  stronger  barrier  than  any  "  Placet."*  It  binds  the 
conscience  of  the  prelate:  the  "  Placet''  could  only 
affect  the  legality  of  his  conduct. 

Again  let  us  suppose  that  the  Roman  Catholic 
bishops  are  compelled  to  exhibit  all  letters  that  they 
may  receive,  to  one  or  more  commissioners  appointed 
by  the  civil  power :  what  is  to  be  the  consequence,  if 
the  commissioners  disapprove  of  the  letters  ?  Are  the 
commissioners  to  suppress  them  ?  Still  the  bishops 
will  be  apprised  of  their  contents,  and  at  Uberty  to 
comply  with  them,  if  they  please.  Are  they  to  forbid 
compliance  under  certain  penalties  ?  But  assuredly  it 
will  not  be  borne  in  a  free  country,  that  the  private 
conduct  of  any  individual  should  be  regulated  by  the 
judgment  or  caprice  of  one  or  more  individuals.  That 
is  the  prerogative  of  the  law.  If  the  bishop  transgress 
the  law,  he  is  amenable  to  justice.  If  he  do  not,  be 
has  the  right,  like  any  other  subject,  to  act  according 
to  his  own  judgment. 

In  treating  this  subject,  the  writer  has  confined  him- 
self to  one  line  of  argument,  the  practice  of  foreign 
gtates.  His  object  has  been  to  answer  the  question, 
why  British  Catholics  ought  not  to  be  subjected  to 
the  regulations  which  ^ect  foreign  CathoKcs,  by 
shewing  that  the  cases  are  altogether  dissimilar.  In 
conclusion,  he  would  wish  to  point  the  attention  of  the 


479 

reader  to  ordinances  of  foreign  states,  which  do  not 
appear  in  the  Report  and  Appendix,  to  the  ordinances 
which  have  restored  the  Protestants  in  Catholic  king- 
doms to  the  full  enjoyment  of  civil  rights.  In  every 
Catholic  country,  in  which  the  Protestants  exist  in 
any  number,  all  disqualifications  on  account  of  religion 
have  been  abolished.  Now  on  what  conditions  have 
these  concessions  been  made?  On  no  conditions 
whatever.  None  were  ever  required.  It  never  oc- 
curred to  Catholic  legislators,  when  they  emancipated 
their  Protestant  brethren,  that  it  was  necessary  to 
make  men  purchase  the  extension  of  their  civil  liber- 
ties with  additional  restrictions  on  the  exercise  of  their 
religion. 


THE   END. 


saAOKRLLi  ARR0W8MITU,  AND  noDUBB,  Johnson's  court,  flbbt*strkrt. 
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